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ABSTRACT

Purpose of the Study:


Transpersonal psychology is currently embroiled in a “dichotomy debate,” the difficulties of which summarized by three fundamental errors in understanding the true nature of spiritual reality:

1. arguing in favor of either higher and deeper consciousness, over against the other, without realizing that they happen to be essentially the same thing;

2. collapsing the various levels of higher and deeper consciousness into a single level and, thereby, confusing their various attributes for one another; and

3. confusing both higher and deeper consciousness for Consciousness Itself (which is really just another way to say God).


The purpose of this paper is to extend the parameters of transpersonal psychology to include a dimension of spiritual revelation not currently present in its overall theory—the true nature of “nondualism” or the true relationship of S/self to God.

Procedure:


These issues will be addressed by a review of the literature.  Various positions of transpersonal psychology, as they relate to the “dichotomy debate,” will be outlined.  A critical discussion of these various positions will be engaged, culminating in the presentation of a unification theory based on the teachings and writings of the Ruchira Avatar, Adi Da Samraj, whereby their various points of view can be integrated and reconciled. 

Findings:


Wilber advocates ascending to “higher” consciousness (a view extending the basic position of Maslow), while Jung, Grof, and Washburn (not to mention Assagioli, in a manner of speaking) advocate descending to “deeper” consciousness.  Indeed, Wilber characterizes their overall dispute as one involving either “ascenders” or “descenders”—clearly preferring the former, while the others prefer the latter.  Avatar Adi Da, on the other hand, represents the position that the “Illusion of Relatedness” characterizes the real nature of the S/self and that God-Realization is actually the true relationship between S/self and God.

Conclusions:


S/self-actualization and God-Realization might appear to be the same thing.  However, this thesis advances the hypothesis that God-Realization is the very antithesis of S/self-actualization and operates utterly contrary to it.  Avatar Adi Da offers an organizing principle by which the various transpersonal phenomena can be understood:  the seven stages of life, which subsumes all transpersonal theory—and spiritual revelation—within it.
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Chapter I

Introduction


With the inception of Freud’s (1900, 1905) remarkable theories of personality at the turn of the century, professional psychology received enormous impetus in its efforts to establish itself as a legitimate field of medicine and science.  Although initially received with some skepticism, nonetheless, Freud’s theories proved to be extraordinarily resilient and went on to form one of the principal cornerstones of professional inquiry into the processes of the psyche.  Unfortunately, however, a principal caveat of his theories was an unwavering commitment to the belief that spiritual reality is nothing but a sham and an illusion.  In a previous generation Nietzsche had shocked the world with the following, extraordinary claim:  “God is dead.”  However, Freud seemed determined to do him one better, going about the sober business of seeing to it that God stayed buried.


Even so, James (1902) also offered this period of psychology a formidable account of the human psyche, which was far less opposed to the unseen and, indeed, frequently ineffable realm of spirituality.  In this account, he cataloged numerous types of mystical and transcendental experiences, and attempted to explain their various dynamics.  Contrary to Freud’s dismissal of spiritual reality, James was boldly willing to wade out into the thick of the controversy, utterly unmindful of the alarm Freud felt was warranted.  Although professional psychology has tended to favor the more scientifically amenable approach of Freud, nonetheless, James introduced a conception of spiritually oriented psychology that still has many followers today.


Transpersonal psychology has developed into a viable field of inquiry,  continuing this initial foray into the mysteries of spiritual reality and attempting to bridge the gap between them.  Indeed, no incompatibility is seen to stand between them at all.  In fact, Washburn has eschewed Freud’s warnings altogether, offering, instead, the following incisive statement of purpose for the field:  “A chief objective of transpersonal theory is to integrate spiritual experience within a larger understanding of human nature and human development.  Transpersonal theory, that is, is committed to the possibility of unifying spiritual and psychological perspectives” (1988, p. 1).  


Toward this end, transpersonal psychology has attempted to extend the boundaries of conventional psychology to include spiritual revelation, even though many psychologists might find these precepts unacceptable.  Consequently, transpersonal theory has sought to articulate the basic principles of spirituality in psychological terms, no matter how difficult the prospects might appear to be.  A deep and abiding motivation underlies these efforts, for transpersonal theorists believe that the spiritual domain has far more to offer humanity than any other.  Indeed, transpersonal belief maintains that it is only in these realms that one can possibly hope to accomplish the greatest fulfillment of human development.  


Therefore, many accounts of spiritual revelation have been introduced into transpersonal psychology, all for the purpose of improving our understanding of the human psyche and most auspiciously influencing our growth (Tart, 1992; Walsh & Vaughn, 1993; Hixon, 1978).  And, in the course of doing so, these accounts have included a particularly important and profound tenet of spiritual revelation:  nondualism.  However, perhaps no single religious tenet has suffered more in the translation from sacred to psychological literature, for the intended meaning of this spiritual reality has not been made clear in transpersonal psychology.  Indeed, it has not endured the “synthesis” well at all.  And the reason for this is as simple to state as it is difficult to accept:  transpersonal theorists have put the spiritual revelation of nondualism to their own purposes.


However, this should come as no surprise.  It is the very nature of humanity to do so—which is, itself, an essential component of the very spiritual revelation that expresses the nature of reality to be “nondual” (Mukerjee, 1982; Murti, 1970).  In other words, precisely because the human beings who are working with the sacred principle of nondualism are not, themselves, existing in that condition of nonduality, they are committed to understanding this principle in terms other than that which is nondual.  They can’t help themselves.  It’s simply who they are (in this moment, at any rate).  They simply are not existing in the immaculate and resplendent condition of the spiritual masters who have realized, and articulated, this state of nonduality.  They do not actually exist and reside in these transcendent realms.  Clearly, not actually being a spiritual master makes truly understanding this sacred principle a difficult prospect.


However, the situation is not discontinuous in this regard.  Rather, understanding and awareness are a gradual process, involving an enormous continuum of varying degrees.  The situation can be likened to a dog barking while you are sleeping.  While asleep, you may “hear” a dog barking in your dream.  Indeed, as it is a dream, you might involve this “barking dog” in all manner of shape-shifting and dream imagery—perhaps even associating with it various kinds of unconscious material, some of which perhaps even related to repressed desires (ala Psychoanalysis).  In fact, your interpretation of the “dog” in your dream might have very little to do with the actual dog that is disturbing your sleep.  However, at some point, your understanding and awareness shifts to one more focused in the waking state.  Here, you might simply be confused about what all this abrupt and persistent racket actually is.  Then, suddenly, you receive an insight into its real nature—and find that you have been awakened be a barking dog.  Now, you can draw any number of conclusions about the true nature of this event, and even make choices about how to effectively deal with it.  However, until that judicious moment, other options far less appropriate to the occasion are more likely to occur.


Indeed, what has transpired in transpersonal psychology up until now shows these signs and can be described as a “dichotomy debate.”  In fact, dichotomy debates are taking place universally within the human domain, among every kind of people, and within every type of industry.  A dichotomy debate can be defined as follows:  taking one end of a single continuum and arguing in its behalf, to the exclusion of its polar opposite (or any other aspect of the continuum, for that matter).  Obviously, since the opposite end (or other aspect) still exists, one is committed to fabricating some sort of alternative to it, in order to account for it—while yet denying it exists all the while.  Unfortunately, the dichotomy debate too often forms the basis of academic argument, where each participant is simply working their own side of the street.  As an example, Psychoanalysis (certainly in its early, classical form) claims the precedence of impulse over stimuli, whereas Behaviorism claims the precedence of stimuli over impulse.  Indeed, Humanism came along and claimed precedence over them both, juxtaposing the “whole” being over against any of its parts (without, however, including the spiritual realms of being that have since become the province of transpersonal psychology).   Clearly, none of these represents a nondual position.


Within the field of transpersonal psychology, a dichotomy debate is also currently at issue.  Wilber has characterized this debate in two different ways:  as either the “pre/trans fallacy” (1980b), or the “ascender/descender debate” (1995).  By this, Wilber suggests that there is an immense hierarchy describing the various levels of being, of which the human is ultimately comprised.  Within the structure of this immense hierarchy, it is the developmental purpose of human beings to ascend or evolve (i.e., “grow”).  In other words, the individual is thought to be scaling a great “ladder” of being, in which their various levels are spread out in an ascending continuum overhead, reaching ever higher into lofty states of awareness and consciousness.


However, others contend that the reverse is true (Grof, 1985; Roszak, 1992), that it is the developmental purpose of human beings to descend and recover lost aspects of themselves somehow jettisoned in the process of their coming into being.  In other words, in the process of growth, the individual invariably losses aspects of their being (perhaps due to repression, if not some other form of dissociation).  Consequently, it is the purpose of the individual to “heal” these divisive wounds and, in the process, recover those aspects of being that have been “cut off” from awareness.  In so doing, the individual actually regains the original and pristine consciousness buried deep within, from which they are otherwise estranged.


Clearly, each side presents their position in the form of a dichotomy debate.  Although each side makes points that are compelling and, indeed, agreeable to the other, overall, an incompatibility reigns over them both.  A principal difficulty of the dichotomy debate is the false sense of certainty that it give its adherents.  Simply put, the overall position involving them is invariably this:  If they are right, then the other must be wrong.  However, it is a principal contention of this paper that such a position is untenable—that, in fact, a larger synthesis of the two is possible.


This particular dichotomy debate is really just symptomatic of an even larger dichotomous view of reality.  In other words, transpersonal psychology has, hitherto, failed to understand the true nature of reality (i.e., nonduality).  Consequently, the difficulties in transpersonal psychology can be characterized by three fundamental errors in its understanding of the true nature of spiritual reality:

1. arguing in favor of either higher or deeper consciousness, over against the other, without realizing that they happen to be essentially the same thing;

2. collapsing the various levels of higher and deeper consciousness into a single level and, thereby, confusing their various attributes for one another; and

3. confusing both higher or deeper consciousness for Consciousness Itself (which is really just another way to say God).


As is probably obvious, the argument in favor of either higher or deeper consciousness, when they are actually two ways to say the same thing, is the dichotomy debate.  Further, confusing either of them for Consciousness Itself (i.e., God) is a failure to understand the true nature of spiritual reality.


Indeed, the principal contention of this paper can be put like this:  It is precisely because of the dichotomy debate that transpersonal psychology has failed to understand the truly nondual nature of reality to this point.  Consequently, this paper claims that a reconciliation of this debate will properly position transpersonal psychology to become aware of the true nondual nature of reality and that, as a result, a presentation of the true nondual position can then be made.

Methodology


To address these issues in transpersonal psychology, the following must be done:  delineate exactly the various levels of both higher and deeper consciousness (i.e., Self), and explore their relationship, not only to each other, but to Consciousness Itself (i.e., God).  This will be accomplished by a review of the transpersonal psychology literature.  


It will be suggested that transpersonal psychology presently offers a piecemeal and incomplete formulation of the higher and deeper Self—not to mention a case of “mistaken identity,” in which the higher and/or deeper Self is mistaken for God (not to mention mistaken for the lower self, as well).  Further, a critical discussion of these various errors will also be engaged, culminating in the presentation of a unification theory of transpersonal psychology, whereby its various points of view regarding the higher and deeper Self can be reconciled.  This discussion will be based on the writings and teachings of the Ruchira Avatar, Adi Da Samraj
 (1991a, 1992b), also known as Da Free John (from 1979-1986).  Further, they will also be based on the author’s personal insights and experiences as a student of Avatar Adi Da.


Put another way, it is the contention of this paper that transpersonal psychology is presently operating under a false view of nondualism—that takes the form of either mistaking God for Self, or else Self for self.  However, a true understanding of nondualism produces neither of these outcomes.  The essential premise of this paper is this:  So long as existing transpersonal theory is understood to be nondual, then no real presentation of nonduality can be made.  On the other hand, if existing transpersonal theory can be demonstrated to be other than nondual, than the inquiry must necessarily look elsewhere for a presentation of nondualism.  It is precisely this “elsewhere” that this paper hopes to provide.


In order to most economically address the many points of view by which the errors mentioned above are expressed, these points of view will be presented by focusing on a few theorists who most exemplify the transpersonal field.  Indeed, most of the notable insights have come from but a handful of theorists already identified in a previous review of the literature (Washburn, 1988), in which their contributions have been explicitly acknowledged:  Maslow, Jung, Assagioli, Grof, and Wilber.  


Of course, Washburn is, himself, a leading contemporary transpersonal theorist.  In fact, Washburn presents the position of his own theory relative to the others in this way:


…Similar to the views of Jung, Grof, and Levin
, the view presented here is one that postulates the existence of an original dynamic, creative, spontaneous source out of which the ego emerges, from which the ego then becomes estranged, to which, during the stages of ego transcendence, the ego returns, and with which, ultimately, the ego is integrated.  Jung, Grof, Levin, and I differ in the specific ways in which we describe the basic source of the ego’s existence and the ego’s spiral journey of departure from and higher return to this source; nevertheless, the underlying paradigm is substantially the same.  (Ibid., p. 4)


However, this consortium of views differs from Wilber’s, indeed, offering itself as an alternative:


…Basically, I think Wilber loses sight of the transpersonal potentials of the deep unconscious and consequently mistakenly conceives of the course of (ontogenetic) development as a straight ascent to higher levels rather than as a spiral loop that, after departing from origins, bends back through origins on the way to transpersonal integration…  (Ibid., p. 4.)


In other words, Wilber advocates ascending to “higher” consciousness (a view extending the basic position of Maslow), while Jung, Grof, and Washburn (not to mention Assagioli, in a manner of speaking) advocate descending to “deeper” consciousness.  Indeed, as mentioned, Wilber characterizes their overall dispute as one involving either “ascenders” or “descenders,” and clearly prefers the former over the latter.  However, the distinction is really something of a tempest in a teapot—since neither is actually representative of God in any event.  Indeed, neither one represents a more accurate portrayal of manifest consciousness, either—since both are really just two ways to say the same thing.  Consequently, it is precisely this distinction (and rift) that this paper intends to overcome and, by way of which, offer a reconciliation.


However, the ultimate purpose of this paper is even more than this:  to extend the parameters of transpersonal psychology to include a dimension of spiritual revelation not currently present in its overall theory.  This dimension can be understood as the ultimate relationship between S/self and God, as it is described in the teaching of Avatar Adi Da.  By this, it is meant, in part, that both the higher (or deeper) Self and the individual’s more ordinary (or lower) self actually exist as a composite unit, indicated by the conjoined term “S/self.”  In fact, it precisely in seeing the “Self,” in relation to the “self,” as either higher or deeper that is the essential component of the debate.  Indeed, this situation is further embellished, in that the deeper aspect of the Self is often mistaken for the lower self, to the exclusion of the higher aspect of the Self.  Consequently, the S/self suffers a case of dichotomy debate in two ways:  in terms of paradox (in which the Self is both higher and deeper), and in terms of reduction (in the sense that the Self—primarily in its deeper aspect—is confused for self).


As will be seen, both Jung (1917) and Assagioli (1965) in particular offer a compound conception of the individual that justifies this use of nomenclature (i.e., “S/self”).  Indeed, Maslow (1968, 1971) also offers a conception of the individual that parallels this type of organization, in which the individual’s overall needs can be seen to take the form of a “hierarchy within a hierarchy.”  In other words, the hierarchy of the individual’s initial, “basic” needs culminates in self-actualization, and then continues on into a larger, more inclusive hierarchy of “being” needs that subsumes them.


Unfortunately, however, this next hierarchy of “being” needs (at least as Maslow conceived it) hardly enters into the spiritual dimension of being at all.  Nonetheless, this spiritual dimension of being can be seen to be a living reality, involving the individual’s higher (or deeper) Self—and is simply a continuation of the lower self preceding it.  Consequently, the developmental principle operating in the individual’s growth through these extended levels of being could properly be referred to as “S/self-actualization,” building on Maslow’s conception of development.  Chapter II will be devoted to a detailed examination of the levels of development involved in S/self-actualization, in which the individual enters into higher dimensions of being, ultimately referred to as “Self”.  Further, the principal characteristics of what is referred to in the literature as either “higher” or “deeper” Self will also be differentiated, such that the true, paradoxical nature of the Self can be fully appreciated.  In so doing, it will become clear that the Self aspect of the amalgam does not, itself, qualify as God (although, many adherents of transpersonal theory—not to say, religious tradition—would say so).  Indeed, this dichotomy debate is the principal confusion obstructing a unification of transpersonal theory at this time.


Chapter III, on the other hand, will be devoted to a detailed examination of the dynamics involved in S/self-transcendence, in which the individual enters into the ultimate dimension of being, usually referred to as “God.”  Simply put, the realization of God is a far more profound occurrence than that of S/self-actualization (in any of its forms
).  Certainly, its occurrence is not so simple as having “peak experiences”—by far.  Indeed, authentic God-Realization (i.e., S/self-transcendence) hardly ever happens at all.  Nonetheless, even so, it does happen, as can be seen in the case of Avatar Adi Da (1991a, 1992b).  And when it happens, it does so by a process whereby something is made real, that is to say, enters into being.  However, even this rendering is a somewhat misguided notion, suggesting that, in becoming real, it wasn’t already the case to begin with.  As Avatar Adi Da’s own God-Realization attests, something a little different than this is operating in the case of real Enlightenment.


Simply put, God is not the result of growth or development.  God already Is.  God doesn’t come into being, for God Is Being.  All that exists arises in this already existing Presence.  Consequently, there is no way to actualize God, or otherwise cause God to come into being.  In a manner of speaking, it’s too late for that, for God already Is.  Therefore, realization, in this sense, involves a different dynamic than that of actualization.  In fact, the primary meaning of realization involves a different process entirely, which is to say, the understanding of something.  In this sense, it is the realization, itself, that comes into being, not that which is realized.  This is what is typically meant when it is said that a “light bulb” comes on for someone (i.e., en-light-enment).  Indeed, it is more in the sense of awareness, than actualization, that one can speak of Realizing God.  True Enlightenment is actually an understanding of one’s real condition—not the causing of it to occur.


S/self-actualization and S/self-transcendence might appear to be the same thing.  However, nothing could be further from the truth.  S/self-transcendence is the very antithesis of S/self-actualization and operates utterly contrary to it.  In other words, both have something in common, in that they require transcendence (the letting go of one’s present state)—but only S/self-actualization involves ascension into higher (or deeper) levels of being.  In S/self-transcendence, on the other hand, the letting go is enough, and the real point of the process—but only if it is not associated with a concomitant act of ascension (not to say, descension) through the levels of being.  In other words, the letting go must be into God.  Any other effort only limits God, turning God into S/self.


In a word, S/self-transcendence is God-Realization.  In fact, perhaps more to the point, its occurrence is direct and immediate, indeed, already the case.  Since one is already God, only their present realization of the Truth of this Reality stands between them and the ecstatic rapture of being God.  Consequently, the only way to realize this state of ecstatic rapture is to simply stop being the S/self.  No transformations involving time or space are required.  It is just simply, already the case.  In truth, there is really nothing to do but understand.  Put another way, God-Realization is revealed—by God.  That is to say, it is Given—by Grace.  Consequently, the only responsible and auspicious relationship to Truth, whether scientific and scholarly (or, indeed, even religious), is simply to receive it—as it is Given.  The fact is, Truth isn’t subject to discovery so much as it has a Life of Its Own, seeking you out.  


Therefore, at least for the author, certainly, Avatar Adi Da is the point of this thesis.  Transpersonal psychology presently offers only a partial and exceedingly limited excursion into the roiling mystery of higher (and deeper) consciousness—and each point of view ultimately runs aground upon its own reef of limitation.  In the spiritually immaculate revelation of Avatar Adi Da, this theory becomes intelligible.  Transpersonal psychology struggles with its articulation of the essential nature of human being, which requires, therefore, the illumination of Enlightenment to be truly understood.  Consequently, Avatar Adi Da figures prominently in this thesis.  Indeed, in the experience of the author, Avatar Adi Da offers the single most significant organizing principle by which the various transpersonal phenomena can be understood:  the seven stages of life.  


As mentioned above, to address these various issues in transpersonal psychology, the following must be done:  delineate exactly the various levels of both higher and deeper consciousness (i.e., Self), and indicate their true relationship, not only to each other, but to Consciousness Itself (i.e., God).  This is precisely what the seven stages of life does.  Although Wilber also employs a similar schema in his spectrum theory of consciousness (indeed, inspired, at least in part, by Avatar Adi Da’s seven stages
), its articulation starts to run out of steam at the highest juncture—the seventh stage of life, the point of perfect God-Realization.  In fact, this thesis will attempt to demonstrate that Avatar Adi Da’s seven stages of life surpasses Wilber’s spectrum theory precisely at this point, and presents a scintillating culmination of the greatest revelation of spirituality ever offered throughout human history.  Indeed, only but a handful of spiritual revelations are comparable in their depth of profundity (Nagarjuna, 1931; Shankara, 1979).  


That Avatar Adi Da should surpass Wilber in this way should come as no surprise.  After all, Wilber (as with all transpersonal theorists, the author included) faces a grave liability—he is merely a scholar.  He can not speak with the authority of someone who has actually realized the depth of profundity present in the higher stages of life, as is the case with saints, shamans, and sages.  At the greatest magnitude of profundity, only a handful of individuals can speak with authority, such as Avatar Adi Da certainly can.  Consequently, Avatar Adi Da’s sweeping schema of human development, the seven stages of life, will appear frequently throughout this thesis, as the touch-stone and ultimate standard against which the various transpersonal theories are contrasted and compared.

Chapter II

S/self-Actualization and the Dichotomy Debate

Initial Formulations


Following upon the preceding conceptions of numerous theorists, Maslow presented his own theory of self-actualization.  In this theorizing, he focused on two primary postulates:  that of the “teleological” self (Jung, 1917) and the “healthy” individual, who was defined in a manner similar to that used by Rogers (1951) in describing the “fully functioning” person.  


According to Jung’s view, the individual is guided from within to attain the greatest auspiciousness of their inherent being.  In other words, even from the beginning, there is an innate mechanism operating within the individual, not unlike that which grows the oak from the acorn, guiding and directing the individual towards their optimal manifestation.  It is their blueprint for growth.  Through this process the individual actually “individuates” (that is to say, becomes an individual), by allowing to emerge all the aspects of self already present within.  Such a view is called teleological.  By this it is meant that the final version of some developing process is the actual cause of that process, leading it to its final version.  


Like Maslow, Rogers draws upon a wealth of conceptions preceding him in formulating his idea of self-actualization (Goldstein, 1939; Snygg & Combs, 1949).  Similar to these authors, Rogers claims that the individual “actualizes” the potential of their own incipient nature.  Consequently, the individual becomes more differentiated, more autonomous, and more socialized as they mature and engage the process of actualization.  Further, does all this on various levels of being:  “This…statement suggests that coming to terms with the environment consists primarily of mastering it…If the discrepancy between the organism’s goals and the realities of the environment is too great, the organism either breaks down or has to give up some of its aims and try to actualize itself on a lower level of existence.”  (Hall & Lindzey, 1965, p. 306).


Although Rogers (1961) does not give a detailed explication of self-structure, he does offer a description of the “fully functioning person,” resulting from the formation of an actualized self.  Such an individual is comprised of three defining characteristics:

1. Openness to experience:  the capacity to directly experience reality without defensive distortions.

2. Existential living:  the capacity to immediately experience reality as it is being lived, moment to moment and in the here and now.

3. Organismic trusting:  the capacity to fully experience reality without holding anything back.


Such characteristics offer the individual a number of subsidiary benefits, perhaps the most significant of which being the opportunity to engage life freely.  Possessed of the above characteristics, the individual has the courage to make choices among competing interests, nevermind the fact that there might are consequences for every act.  A further significant benefit is the opportunity to engage life creatively.  Being open to the full range of their own innate abilities, the individual can, therefore, access them in a manner that is not only most appropriate to their situation, but also most auspicious.  


Although Maslow shared with Rogers a keen appreciation for the attributes of healthy individuals, he was far more interested in determining the exact nature of such individuals, as they come into being.  Maslow saw the individual as involved in a developmental progression comprised of discrete stages.  These stages embody all the various concerns of the individual as they live out their life.  No matter what issues might be presenting themselves at any time, they can all be organized around certain, predictable concerns.  Maslow determined that there is a kind of need hierarchy at work in the individual, self-actualizing into the “healthy” or “fully functioning” person.  In other words, the individual doesn’t merely grow, they grow according to a set pattern.  Consequently, by this concept, he inserted sequence into the idea of the teleological self.  


As a result, Maslow’s (1968, 1970, 1971) determined that the parameters of this hierarchy of needs can be outlined as follows:


1.
Basic needs:



a.
Survival:  issues of being alive (in the present).



b.
Security:  issues of staying alive (into the future).



c.
Belonging:  issues of conformity and camaraderie.



d.
Self-esteem:  issues of conditional worth.


2.
Being needs:



a.
Self-actualization:  issues of potential and growth.


However, even so, the fundamental position represented by Maslow’s first two levels of the hierarchy takes place within a larger context.  Indeed, Avatar Adi Da puts the overall situation of these levels of the hierarchy like this:


The First Stage Of Life [0-7 years old] Is The Process Of psycho-physical (and thus also emotional) individuation, Based On Identification With the Separate and personal gross physical body in the waking state.  The First Stage Of Life Is Also Associated With the oral (or nutritive) function.  At birth, the infant Is Separated From The Situation Of Unity With the human mother, and This Begins A Struggle With The Fact Of individual Existence.  This Struggle Is Displayed In The Context Of oral Dependence On the mother as a Separate body (and Dependence On food that Must Be Acquired outside If individual bodily Existence Is To Continue).  Whatever Occurs In The Drama Of breast-feeding and The Transition To food sources apart from the mother’s body, human beings Tend To Develop A Fundamental Reactive Habit (or Presumption Of Un-Happiness) At This Stage.


Un-Happy (or egoic) individuation Tends To Be Associated With A Feeling Of Separation…and, Thus, Only A Partial Willingness To Relinquish (or Even To Accept) The Feeling Of Dependency On the mother (or On others In General).  This Feeling Of Separation…Involves The Sense Of Disconnection From The Ultimate Source Of Support and Love (Which Is The Living Divine) and It Also Becomes A General Doubt or Anxiety About other human beings On whom one Depends For Love.  Sex‑Differentiation (Whereby sexual self‑identity and the sexual identification of others Becomes Basic To Every Situation Of Relationship) Begins Even At This Stage, but all relationships are experienced from the viewpoint Of Dependency and Reluctance To Accept The Situation Of individuated Existence.  (1991a, pp. 168-169)


What Avatar Adi Da is pointing to here elaborates upon Maslow’s conception of the first two basic issues concerning the human being:  survival and security.  In other words, survival and security, for Maslow, represent solutions to a problem:  death, and the risk or threat of it.  Survival and security are supposed to solve this problem, but, as Avatar Adi Da points out, the solution becomes, itself, a problem.  Indeed, it is a problem that nags the individual incessantly all through their life.  (At least, up until the point in which it is finally resolved.)


This problem exists parenthetical to survival and security, and involves the issue of separation.  In order to survive and, on that basis, be secure, one must become a separate being—one who is doing the surviving.
  However, this is problematic for the individual, since their relationship to the things that nurture them and provide sustenance are, thereby, placed at risk.  In other words, they have survived and are secure alright, but at a cost to their emotional wellbeing, for now they are also separate and apart from the source of their survival.  This is what makes attachment and separation anxiety such significant issues for young children growing up.  In fact, it could be said that with autonomy comes anxiety, clearly a mixed blessing.


However, in Maslow’s schema, it is only by being significantly rested in their satiation and safety that the individual can now turn their attention to higher needs, those involving belonging and love.
  Until then, they are more characterized by a desperate and insistent searching after the fulfillment of their more corporeal needs.  Indeed, even in the next stage, such desperate and insistent seeking continues to occur, simply assuming a new set of interests and issues as its needs.  Consequently, such needs are more specifically social in orientation than those preceding them and, therefore, require a more sophisticated repertoire of behavior in order to be satisfied.  


Again, the fundamental position represented by Maslow’s second two levels of the hierarchy takes place within a larger context.  Avatar Adi Da puts the overall situation of these levels of the hierarchy like this:


The Second Stage Of Life [7-14 years old] Is The Process Of socialization…Based On The Development Of emotional (or emotional‑sexual) Sensitivity To the psycho-physical self, To others, and To the natural world (including the natural etheric energies…).  The Second Stage Of Life Is Also Associated With the anal (or eliminative) function and The Conflict Between Privacy (or self‑Acceptance) and The Search For social Visibility (or Acceptance By others).  


Character Motivations That Are Rooted In the biology and psychology Of sex-Differentiation Are, In The Second Stage Of Life, Extended and Developed In An Expanded social Context, and individuation (Including A Partial but Significantly Defined Sense Of sexual‑Identity), Rather Than Ambiguously Differentiated Dependency, Becomes A Catalyst Toward social Exploration.


When individuation Has Become A Workable egoic Settlement, the individual Begins To Struggle, As an individual, With relationships (First On the intimate scale, and Then In an ever larger social sphere).  The Second Stage individual Still Tends To Continue To function In The Context Of Dependency, but With A More Fully Developed Sense Of Separate self, Independence, and Mobility.  Likewise, There Is A Gradual Discovery That There Are many kinds of relationships, and all of them Carry A Test, A Demand, and An Obstacle That Offends The Want To Be Dependent.  The anal Phase Of Development Represents An Early Stage Of self-Awareness, In Which the individual’s self-Esteem (Desirability or Lovableness) Is Apparently At Stake.  Thus, Doubt Of the ego-self and Doubt Of The Love In others Appears.  And So, The Second Stage Of Life Tends To Develop Only To The Degree Of A Tentative (or ego-Based and Ultimately Unsatisfactory) Resolution Of the relational and social character.  Whereas The Feeling Of Separation…Characterizes The First Stage Reaction (or egoic Presumption), The Feeling Of Being Rejected (and The Felt Need To Reject or Punish other For Un-Love) Characterizes The Second Stage Reaction (or egoic and Necessarily Un-Happy Presumption).  (1991a, pp. 169-170)


Again, what Avatar Adi Da is pointing to here elaborates upon Maslow’s conception of the second two basic issues concerning the human being:  belonging and esteem.  In other words, belonging and esteem, for Maslow, represent solutions to a problem (which was generated by the first stage of life):  separation, and the risk or threat of it.  Belonging and esteem are supposed to solve this problem, but, as Avatar Adi Da points out, the solution becomes, itself, a problem.  Indeed, it is a problem that nags the individual incessantly all through their life.  (At least, up until the point in which it is finally resolved.)


Parenthetical to belonging and esteem issues is the issue of rejection.  In order to belong and, on that basis, have esteem, one must contend with being rejected.  Clearly, this is problematic for the individual.  No matter what they do, or how well they perform, they will never be able to perfectly ensure their belonging.  Others will always have some measure of preference at odds with the attributes one happens to possess.  Rogers considered this arrangement to be one involving conditions of worth, in which the individual’s worth was conditional, that is to say contingent, upon the acceptance and approval coming (or not coming) from others.  (In fact, conditions of worth could be seen as the very criteria by which various needs are considered either appropriate or acceptable.  In other words, some needs (e.g., sex or else some kinds of success) might be deemed worthy or unworthy, and on that basis, therefore, regarded as either admissible or inadmissible.)  Cooley (1902), too, saw the particularly influential relationship that holds between people as one involving reflected appraisals.


As can be seen, the above passage indicates the presence of both the belonging and esteem needs (just as the first stage of life indicates the presence of both the survival and security needs).  According to Maslow, these first four levels (or else first two stages of life) must be, at least in some significant measure, satisfied before one can proceed to the final level of the hierarchy.  Maslow conceived of these levels as operating according to the dictates of deficiency; that is, to the extent that any level is deficient, the individual is motivated to satisfy or fulfill the needs of that level.  Consequently, Maslow saw these needs as “deficiency needs,” and as the basic building blocks of the individual’s motivation.  


In truth, Maslow’s need hierarchy was really something of a hierarchy within a hierarchy.  At the heart of his schema are the basic needs, determined by instances of deficiency.  Only upon their satisfaction can one then attend to the being needs of self-actualization beyond them.  The basic needs represent the various levels of individuals at the present, common level of attainment among humanity generally.  The being needs represent even higher levels of development beyond this, which only the most healthy or highly evolved individuals ever attain.  Maslow subsumes all the possible manifestations of this level within the general rubric of self-actualization.  He demarcates the basic levels by dividing them into four distinct stages, the highest of which being that of self-esteem.  This is the pinnacle of the “interior” hierarchy, the hierarchy representing the common level of attainment among humanity thus far.


However, according to Maslow, having reached the final, self-actualized level of the hierarchy, the individual is no longer in a state of deprivation relative to their needs.  Consequently, a different order of motivation sets in, which Maslow termed the being needs, since, presumably, they motivate the individual at the highest (if not deepest) levels of their being.  Being needs value such intangible attributes as are embodied in the universal ideals of truth, justice, beauty, and equality.  Self-actualized individuals seek after values beyond themselves, that are universally applicable and appealing, that enhance the individual over and above the mere maintenance of their various deficiencies.  


Again, the fundamental position represented by Maslow’s final level of the hierarchy takes place within a larger context.  Avatar Adi Da puts the overall situation of this level of the hierarchy like this:


The Third Stage Of Life [14-21 years old] Is The Process Of integration Of The psycho-physical Patterns (Both individual and relational) Of the frontal personality, By Means Of The Development and Application Of the functions of mind, discriminative intelligence, and the will.  And This Process Is Also Associated With The genital Phase Of human Development.  Genital Development and sex-Differentiation Begin Even In infancy, and The emotional Trail Of The Second Stage Of Life Relates To the sexually Defined character…


…The Third Stage Of Life Does Not Tend Toward Full (and Happy) Resolution, Because The First Two Stages Of Life (Which Are The Basis For Growth In The Third) Tend To Be Unresolved (or Patterned By Un-Happiness).  As A Result, The Third Stage Of Life Becomes A Fruitless Drama Of Conflict Between Two Alternating and Contrary Impulses, The One Toward infantile and childish (or Passive and Weak-minded) Dependence, and The Other Toward willful and Rebellious (or self-Destructive and other‑Destructive) Independence.  The Life‑Process Is Disturbed By This Un-Happy and Irresponsible Drama, and the mental faculties and the integrating function of the will Are Thus Impaired or Retarded In their Ability To Develop the True adult character, which character Is Characterized By Basic human Equanimity, Discriminative Intelligence, Responsive Heart‑Feeling, and The Active Impulse (or Counter-egoic Will) To Always Continue To Grow (By self-Transcendence, and, Necessarily, By Entering Into The Devotional and, Eventually, Spiritual Context Of The Fourth Stage Of Life [21 years and beyond]).  (1991a, pp. 170-171)


Again, what Avatar Adi Da is pointing to here elaborates upon Maslow’s conception of the final issue concerning the human being:  universal ideals.  In other words, universal ideals represent a solution to a problem (which was generated by the second stage of life):  rejection, and the risk or threat of it.  Universal ideals are supposed to solve this problem, but the solution becomes, itself, a problem.  Indeed, it is a problem precisely because it simply reframes the values of conditions of worth and reflected appraisals onto a more lofty, even cosmic, stage.  In other words, the individual attempts to get out from under the weight of their conditional relationship to others by perfecting the conditions by which they accepted and approved, and this by blowing them up to be universally applicable.  Although this, obviously, creates a much needed and appreciated improvement over one simply satisfying their immediate, social concerns (not to say immediate, personal concerns (i.e., “narcissism”)), nonetheless, all that is ultimately accomplished by universal ideals, in the end, is the creation of a larger society by which one can be measured.  It is a mixed blessing, at best.


Parenthetical to the universal ideals issue is the issue of integration.  In order to have universal ideals, one must first become integrated.  However, what is problematic about this situation is not something inherent in the integration.  Rather, the problem exists in the fact that integration is so infrequently done.  At the present juncture of human evolution, the common attainment of humanity is, typically, to reach the adolescent stage—and then struggle with the resolution of the preceding two stages.
  However, the integration of the preceding two stages is absolutely necessary for the individual to enter the full maturity of adult life.  Although such adult maturity can be seen to occur, it is, nonetheless, an infrequent and rare occurrence at the present evolutionary level of humanity.  Indeed, as much is implied by the failure of most psychological theories prior to Maslow’s to even indicate it as a separate stage of development.  In fact, in some areas of human population, such maturity is virtually unknown.  And, of course, in such areas, the potential of human maturity advanced beyond that of the adult is hardly even entertained as a possibility.  Obviously, this is not a workable arrangement.


After considering his research findings, Maslow held out little hope for the common attainment of what he considered self-actualization.  Few individuals in his studies seemed to indicate that they had reached this level of development.  Indeed, he estimated that they comprised perhaps even fewer than 1% of the population (Goble, 1970, p. 32).  It was apparent to Maslow that the process of growth leading to self-actualization involves an enormous commitment and takes considerable time.  He found that most self-actualized individuals were well advanced in age, indeed, typically over 60 years old.  Further, although such individuals were possessed of highly admirable and desirable characteristics, they were also far from perfect, with some even demonstrating ruthlessness and qualities that can only be described as cantankerous.  Clearly, even further levels of growth yet await them.


Given the foregoing discussion, the various levels of being can be most simply diagramed as follows (see Figure 1):






            Self-actualization







     *






     /   \


        







  /         \









                 /               \










              /        self       \









           /

   \









         /------------------------\









      /

        \









   /                society
           \









/

              \








               /-----------------------------------------\






          

            /


                   \







          /
                    system

   \







       /



      \






 
    /---------------------------------------------------------\
        








Figure 1:  Self-Actualization Need Hierarchy


Although many other components have been discussed (such as survival, belonging and esteem) that also comprise essential elements of one’s needs—not to mention components not discussed (such as the pleasure principle and reinforcement)—still, the above elements indicate the essential components of the individual as they relate to self-actualization.  Many other concerns attenuate the development of the individual’s progression toward actualization, but these three aspects are of principal concern to the actualization itself.


As mentioned above, in order to survive, one must separate.  Indeed, it is the sense of being separate that is the initial component of one’s self.  However, this separation is tentative at first.  At this early point in life, one’s self is almost entirely defined by the surrounding system (e.g., biology and ecology
) within which they find themself.  In  point of fact, the individual is in no position to consider their essential selfhood as being anything other than the larger system within which they exist and arise.
  In other words, self is system at this point, an essentially autistic and narcissistic implosion seeking to emerge.


Attenuating this initial foray into selfhood, one immediately becomes thrust into society.  However, this term is not just meant as a noun, but also a verb—as can be seen in the phrase “polite society,” in which one’s behavior, itself, is the principal designation of the term.  In this usage, then, many activities are implied—not least of which sexuality, which is the principal activity by which the individual—and society—procreate.  Perhaps better put, society, in this usage, is something like the term “congress” (which means both the national legislative body of the U.S. and the act of coming together, such as a meeting or encounter), or else perhaps even the term “commerce.”  In such case, then, society can be seen to encompass the areas of belonging and esteem, as well, which can be conceived of as the “coin” of the realm.


Following upon the successful negotiation of this level of selfhood, one emerges fully as a self—for whom one can have esteem.  Prior to this, one is aware of their own existence primarily in terms of system and society, that is to say, their attempts to exist, as an individual, and their activities in existing, among others.  Only in resolving these prior stages of life does the individual actually become a self—not only existing as such, but actualized as such.  Consequently, integration is the final concern of the individual, in their attempt to fully emerge as an individuated, yet interrelated, self.


The concerns of the individual, therefore, can be most simply summarized as follows:

System  —  that from which they must separate.

Society  —  that by which they can be rejected.

Self  —  that of which they must integrate.


One final point should also be made.  These divisions are not nearly so discrete or discontinuous as the above schema would indicate.  Whereas system is the primary understanding of one’s self initially, society begins to emerge during this period, as well.  It’s just that it doesn’t come into its own and fully assert itself until the subsequent period.  Likewise, one’s individuated, yet interrelated, self emerges even in the systemic period (albeit tentatively), but doesn’t come into its own and fully assert itself until after the period of society.  Further, neither system nor society disappear during subsequent levels of development, either.  Rather, they continue to assert their presence and influence as the context for these subsequent periods (even if they have been rendered ineffectual and diminished, either in whole or in part, via some selection process, such as repression).


An important correlate of the self-actualization process is what Maslow termed peak experiences.  Although many people have peak experiences, Maslow believed that self-actualized individuals have them more often.  Such experiences are an extraordinary sojourn out of the individual’s ordinary sense of life and reality, in which the individual encounters inexplicable states full of rapture and wonder.  Although such states are typically hard to capture in terms of one’s usual experience, they leave no doubt in the individual’s mind that they are remarkable in the extreme.


…Maslow accepted James’ descriptive criteria as adequate characterization of peak experiences undergone by self-actualizing people (see Maslow, 1964; 1970, p. 164).  James listed the following characteristics of the mystical experience (1902, pp. 371-373):

1. Ineffability:  “The subject of [a mystical experience] immediately says that it defies expression, that no adequate report of its content can be given in words.  It follows from this that its quality must be directly experienced; it cannot be imparted or transferred to others.”

2. Noetic quality:  The word “noetic” is based on a Greek root meaning “mind” or “intellect.”  James employed the term to indicate the essentially intellectual, “truth-finding” quality of a mystic experience.

3. Transiency:  “Mystical states cannot be sustained for long.  Except in rare instances, half an hour, or at most an hour or two, seems to be the limit beyond which they fade into the light of common day.”

4. Passivity:  “…the mystic feels as if his own will were in abeyance, and indeed sometimes as if he were grasped and held by a superior power.”


…Maslow found that individuals who hold particularly materialistic, mechanistic views of life are those individuals who try to ward off and forget peak experiences.  These “nonpeakers,” thus deliberately cut themselves off from an important spiritual part of life.  (Monte, 1998, p. 748)


However, although these four aspects indicated by James represent a useful characterization of peak experiences, they leave out perhaps the essential component of the truly spiritual experience:  They are extraordinary and profound encounters with reality, in which the individual temporarily loses their sense of being a separate self. 
  Although their awareness continues unimpeded, such that they are conscious of an experience taking place, it occurs without their actually being present.  Only the experience itself occurs, while their usual sense of being an individual—memory, perspective, attitude, and so on—is in abeyance, and not just their will.  In other words, it seems as if they have transcended their sense of self.  Consequently, is it perhaps better put to say that they are infused by a “superior power,” entering them and taking them over.


And, in so doing, an ecstatic experience of limitless expansiveness typically occurs instead, in place of the self, in which there is no sense of space or time, or the usual coordinates of causal relationship (Laski, 1968; Bucke, 1901).  The individual typically feels aloft and adrift, indeed, perhaps even floating in the radiant expansiveness of exquisite rapture.  Perhaps extraordinary visions, either of light or sound, attenuate it.  Indeed, perhaps, there is a sense of visiting higher realms of being.  Some even suggest that they have come in touch with God.  That the exquisite bliss typically attenuating these transcendent states is absent in the above passage is, likewise, a curious omission, indicating just exactly how poorly understood they typically have been.  The presence of such attributes give a fuller description of spiritual experience, indicating levels of being even well beyond that which Maslow deemed the “peak” experience, as will be seen.


Also suggested as the basis of what could be considered one’s optimal experience is “flow” (Csikszentmihalyi, 1991), which is usually regarded as possessing many of the same attributes as peak experiences.  Although “flow” is typically thought to arise as the result of intense or absorptive concentration in some activity, as opposed to simply “coming over” the individual randomly, its principal characteristic is described as a loss of one’s sense of time and feelings of great satisfaction (as might be suggested, although certainly understated, by the following saying:  Time flies when you’re having fun.)  During the experience, the individual’s body, mind, and consciousness become ordered and aligned into a harmonious whole, which results in extreme pleasure for the participant.  Put another way, it could be said that you don’t want the experience to end—and you don’t know where the time goes, either.  Indeed, the experience seems to have a life of its own, simply carrying you along for the ride.


However, in this conception of peak experiences, the same reductionistic error mentioned above with Maslow is committed, in that separate levels of the experience are possible, not just one.  Indeed, “flow” is often referred to as “being in the zone” by athletes, on the level of the body, or else an “ecstatic inspiration” by artists, on the level of the emotions.  Intellectuals sometimes speak of the “aha” experience, in which their deep concentration on some subject suddenly produces mental illumination.  It is the same for them all.  In fact, combining the two points of view above together could be put this way:  peak experiences “flow”, and on every level of being, providing exquisite and astonishing revelations for the recipients of them—which would necessarily include even those of a spiritual nature.


In a similar manner, “mindfulness” (Gunaratana, 1993) suggests something like “flow,” in that it is also the result of an intense application of attention.  However, with mindfulness, this concentration of attention employs a widening of scope to include impartial observation.  In other words, the intent is to observe all contents of experience as they arise, without prejudice.  In fact, no mental operations are performed on them.  Rather, they are simply allowed to be, just as they are.
  In so doing, many more insights are available to the individual, as a result (which may or may not be distressing—there are no guarantees of “satisfaction”!)  Evidently, the key to mindfulness is not so much what is the focus of awareness, as the awareness being focused.  It is important to be nonjudgmental and unattached to the experience that is arising.  In this way, one simply becomes more aware, and in that free awareness, reality can be observed—as it is—without anything added.  However, paradoxically, what becomes obvious in this process is that you, likewise, are a part of the experience—and your responses must also be allowed to occur without prejudice, too.  It is in this free disclosure that many unexpected revelations often occur.

S/self and the Dual-Domain


In the religious traditions of humanity, peak experiences are more commonly referred to as mystical or yogic visions of—indeed, even shamanistic visitations to—higher, more profound realms of consciousness.  According to the Western scientific milieu in which Maslow conducted his psychological experiments, such experiences were deemed to be something essentially unacceptable and, indeed, even professionally risqué, even though the Eastern religious milieu has been recording their occurrence for millennia.  In fact, Maslow’s “peak” experiences could more aptly be described as “peek” experiences, for they hardly touch the surface of the extraordinary states of ecstasy and rapture of which humanity is inherently capable.  Indeed, the experiences which Maslow reported are essentially a transitional state, merely “poking” their heads into the greater realms above (or else,  perhaps better said, poking one’s toe into the water, instead of taking the “plunge”).  In a very real sense, therefore, it could be said that peak experiences are to spirituality and Enlightenment what puberty is to sexuality and adolescence:  an opening foray, a kind of incipient innocence.  Much is usually made of the experience by those just entering into it—but those who have passed through it know even far greater manifestations of the phenomena yet await.


The real question here is one which involves the relationship of self to higher (or else deeper) states of consciousness.  In other words, of what dynamics is this relationship comprised?  Precisely in order to account for this dynamic, Plato proposed the following dichotomy of existence:  transcendent and immanent domains (Malcolm, 1991).  Simply put, all that can be discerned within our ordinary awareness exists within the immanent domain.  Our bodies, our feelings, and our thoughts are all immanent.  However, beyond this ordinary and easily accessible domain exists one transcendent, within which extraordinary entities and consummate realities dwell.  


The fundamental essences of existence were seen to be “Forms” in Plato’s philosophy, archetypal images, or Ideas, that literally exist in the metaphysical domain of reality and confirm upon the physical world, as if templates, the particular shapes and sizes that actually appear to the ordinary senses.  The Forms were a more substantial, genuine dimension of reality than those that simply appear to the senses.  Indeed, Forms were regarded to be that from which the appearances were derived and existed in an exalted state, far removed from the strife and gross impurity of the common world, which is merely sensed and imperfectly perceived.  They were pristine, utterly beyond the transient realm of mere cause and effect and the untidy machinery of change.  


Following in this tradition, Jung, too, hoped to penetrate the secrets of the psyche.  In a sense, Jung started with Freud and worked his way backwards to Plato, from the personal unconscious of repressed desires to the collective unconscious of archetypes, the source of one’s greatest desire, as well as the culmination of their dreams.  In so doing, Jung postulated the existence of what he considered to be archetypes, a psychic reality quite similar to the Forms of Plato, but distinguishable from them, as well.


The principal distinction between Platonic and Jungian versions of the archetypes is simple to state:  For Plato, archetypes are metaphysical realties, operating to produce the actual constituents of physical reality, in each and every case; whereas, for Jung, archetypes are psychic realities, operating to produce the potential constituents of psychological reality, and even at that, not necessarily in each and every case.  Clearly, Jung is working with a far more circumscribed notion of archetypes than that of Plato.


Even so, Jung often commented on his archetypes as if they weren’t all that circumscribed, after all.  For one thing, he conceived of his archetypes as being “handed down” from our biological ancestors, who lived in our distant and primitive past.  Consequently, the archetypes are not only unconscious structures in our psyche, they are “collective,” as well, shared among all members of our species, from even the very beginning of time.  “The form of the world into which [an individual] is born is already inborn in him, as a virtual image” (Jung, 1928, p. 188).


However, Jung wanted to distance himself from an interpretation of his work that suggested that literal reproductions of past experiences were somehow passed around, as if parents bequeathing to their children their prized collection of books or music tapes, handing them over as part of their inheritance.  In this sense, then, archetypes were anything but metaphysical entities, hanging around in the unconscious, waiting for their moment to spring into awareness, whether in the form of dreams, neurotic symptoms, or artistic symbols.  


Further, he wanted to distance himself from Freud’s limited concept of the unconscious, too, in which instinctual drives rule the roost, apart from any other possible influences upon them.


Archetypes are universal thought forms and emotions that result from the “deposits of the constantly repeated experiences of humanity” (Jung, 1917/1972b, p. 69).  They differ from instincts in that they are modes of perception, rather than of action and reaction.  That is, archetypes predispose an individual to apprehend the world in particular ways.


Archetypes resemble poorly formed channels in the psyche that may predispose libido to follow a certain course, but are too roughly hewn to ensure that it will actually do so.  They are only potentialities, not specific memories or facts, and will remain dormant unless strengthened by appropriate experiences.  “I do not by any means assert the inheritance of ideas, but only of the possibility of such ideas, which is something very different.” (Jung, 1917/1972b. p, 65; see also Jung, 1938/1970, pp. 13-17)…  (Ewen, 1988, p. 95)


What makes the idea of the archetypes, as Jung conceived them, and the collective unconscious so complicated is the way in which Jung presented them.  On the one hand, he spoke of them in very straightforward terms, as predispositions or predilections toward certain kinds of ways of looking at things.  In other words, they could be seen as simply special kinds of exemplars, initiating a paradigm by being the inception of that paradigm.  On the other hand, they were also very specific memories, dating back to the very origins of humanity.  


Further, Jung gave special emphasis to a particular one of them:  the Self.  By virtue of the Self archetype, the psyche is able to integrate its various aspects, including the ego, by which the potential individuation (i.e., “actualization”) of the person is made possible.  However, this is only ever a partial accomplishment, as the ego must retain its own integrity, so that the consciousness of the individual remains intact.


For Jung the self remains an integrating tendency hidden in the collective unconsciousness.  It comes to light only by means of archetypes sending messages to the ego through dreams and symbolism and yet it remains in the darkness of the unconscious never directly known.  It can only be known indirectly through dreams symbols, hunches and so forth.  One must depend on the ego as the basis of his consciousness.  It is the knower.  It is the ego which integrates the information coming from the self.  The self can only be known objectively and at a distance, through inference.  Consciousness can only be a property of the ego.  Jung said:  “No consciousness can exist without…an ego…Consciousness needs a center…We know of no other kind of consciousness, nor can we imagine a consciousness without an ego.”  [1969a, p. 283].


He did not carry his exploration far enough to find that the “ego,” this “normal awareness,” could be increased and modified so repeatedly that it becomes radically different from ordinary consciousness.  He did not realize that the potential for growth was so great that its outcome could depart far enough from the familiar world of the ordinary ego to be completely incomprehensible to it.


For him, the “higher voice,” came, strangely enough, from a primitive, instinctual collective unconscious.  No wonder then that one could not experience it directly:  he would be swallowed up—plunged into an instinct-dominated world where he would quickly lose his bearings.  “It must be reckoned a catastrophe when the ego is assimilated by the self.”  [Jung, 1969b, p. 24].  To him, departure from ego consciousness could only mean insanity, psychosis.  This frightening preconception colored his whole notion of what yoga was about… .  (Rama, et al., 1976, pp. 118, 121)


Clearly, both Maslow and Jung drew upon the immanent/transcendent distinction of Plato’s (however inadvertently or unintentionally).  In Maslow’s case, this distinction separated the interior hierarchy from the inclusive hierarchy above it.  Although he never explicitly states so, Maslow’s basic needs pertain to the immanent realm, while his being needs are simply a transitional state to that which is transcendent.  Of course, as such, the being needs of Maslow’s hierarchy bear only slight resemblance to the transcendent realm of Plato’s hierarchy, much less those of spiritual reality as revealed by truly Enlightened spiritual masters.  Indeed, the “being needs” are an atrophied example of the kinds of experiences occurring there, tentative in the extreme.  Nonetheless, however incipient, the being needs level of Maslow’s hierarchy is precisely that which inaugurates Plato’s transcendent level of being.


However, this transition is by no means automatic, even as the individual enters the self-actualizing period.  Just as Jung was unable to see the full scope of the inclusive hierarchy of the transcendent realm, the highest point of the interior hierarchy of the imminent realm (i.e., self-esteem) has all too often proven to be a similar limit, indeed, even offering itself as an alternative to the higher levels.  As it turns out, conventional psychology frequently views the apex of the interior hierarchy as if the pinnacle of human development, and its self-esteem needs as if the panacea of life.  However, such views are untenable.  Far more is happening in the dual-domain than this.


Consequently, the interior and inclusive hierarchies exist as a kind of paradox for the individual, especially at this transition point, which is to say, the commonly attained level of development of humanity thus far.  In other words, the entire purpose of human life (at this level, at least) seems to be directed toward self-esteem.  And it is.  But only if it is abandoned just as soon as possible thereafter.  In fact, self-esteem is something of a chimera, a false hope of fulfillment.  As beguiling as it surely is, nonetheless, it has conventional psychology grasping at straws.  Somehow, conventional psychology has managed to remain unimpressed, if not confused, by the dual-domain—and its relationship to self-esteem.  


For Maslow, esteem is essentially the same thing as Rogers’ (1961) idea of positive regard.  When possessed of high self-esteem, the individual feels confident and worthwhile, that they matter in the scheme of things.  Indeed, they feel that their most intimate purposes are not only significant but something perhaps even more important—likely to occur.  In other words, there is the expectation that life and others are positively disposed toward them, that things will work out in their behalf.  For the individual with high self-esteem, it is not only the case that they have competence, but that they also have charisma.  By this it is meant that others are working to help them with their goals.  The world is not just a safe place, where they are wanted, it is also a place where they are appreciated.  In other words, their interests are not just something that they want, but are something of value to others, too.


This situation is often seen as the true source of one’s well-being (Sinetar, 1987).  However, the confusion lurking in the background can be seen in the relationship that this point of view presumes to exist between suffering and happiness.  In other words, there is an assumption that an essentially benevolent mechanism is operating within the individual, whereby all the disturbing business of trauma—not to mention karma—can be dealt with.  That is to say, the conditional reality of the interior hierarchy (not to say, inclusive hierarchy) is an essentially benevolent one, operating to the individual’s ultimate benefit.  Yet, even so, a precise description of this mechanism is particularly obscure in psychological theory, and the actual historical evidence offered by humanity (thus far) is greatly at odds with so optimistic a view.


What seems to be missing is an element sorely missing in Western philosophy and psychology:  an understanding of the true nature of suffering.  All schools and systems of psychology take suffering, and, indeed, the very human presence in this realm, for granted, as if it just comes with the territory and is necessary, therefore.  And, in a sense, this is entirely true:  suffering is just part of the landscape, just as Existentialism maintains (May, Angel, & Ellenberger, 1969).  The essential fact of human existence is that we are here, and that, indeed, somehow suffering stems from this fact.  But exactly why this should be so seems to have left conventional psychology baffled.


Zen Buddhism puts it this way:


Usually when you do something, you want to achieve something, you attach to some result.  From achievement to non-achievement means to be rid of the unnecessary and bad results of effort.  If you do something in the spirit of non-achievement, there is a good quality in it.  So just to do something without any particular effort is enough.  When you make some special effort to achieve something, some excessive quality, some extra element is involved in it.  You should get rid of excessive things.  If your practice is good, without being aware of it you will become proud of your practice.  That pride is extra.  What you do is good, but something more is added to it.  So you should get rid of that something which is extra.  This point is very, very important, but usually we are not subtle enough to realize it, and we go in the wrong direction.


So try not to see something in particular; try not to achieve anything special.  You already have everything in your own pure quality.  If you understand this ultimate fact, there is no fear.  There may be some difficulty, of course, but there is no fear.  If people have difficulty without being aware of the difficulty, that is true difficulty.  They may appear very confident, they may think they are making a big effort in the right direction, but without knowing it, what they do comes out of fear.  Something may vanish for them.  But if your effort is in the right direction, then there is no fear of losing anything.  Even if it is in the wrong direction, if you are aware of that, you will not be deluded.  There is nothing to lose.  There is only the constant pure quality of right practice.  (Suzuki, 1970, pp. 59-61)


The “something extra” that is being referenced here is precisely that which conventional psychology seeks to esteem:  self.  What is considered essential and worthy of esteem in this point of view, Buddhism considers “excessive” and of no worth at all.  (Indeed, pride is self-esteem, which, it has been said, only “goeth before a fall.”)  In fact, flying in the face of the interior hierarchy, Buddhism, as it is expressed here, advocates non-achievement, of all things—the very antithesis of success and self-esteem.  Obviously, very different values are operating here, based on very different ways of understanding things.


However, Ramana Maharshi, another extraordinary adept, representing the point of view of Hinduism, advocates that spiritual aspirants find the Self, looking deep within.  Although this might seem contrary to the above passage, he advocates eliminating the self—precisely so that one might find the Self:


…When devotees asked Sri Ramana for instruction, he would typically answer, “Everyone says ‘I’ without understanding the significance of that pronoun.  The seeker of Truth should first ask himself the question, ‘Who am I?’  Such a question should be constantly raised within the mind, and its answer also should be discovered within the mind.  As often as an idea or thought rises, then and there the seeker should ask himself, ‘To whom has this idea occurred?’  He should then find out to what entity that idea or thought relates.”  If such a quest is carried on to its ultimate limit, Sri Ramana used to assure everyone, the ego of the seeker will be burned up in the process.  He would also assure seekers that a pure uncontaminated “I-I” would then dawn in the mind of the seeker and that this pure “I-I” of every man and woman is of the nature of “I Am.”  Sri Ramana emphasized that this “I Am” state is the natural state of all beings and that is covered up by what is known as the ego.  The Sage declared that inquiry into “Who am I?” would liberate the seeker permanently from the trammels of the ego and that this quest was the easiest and most direct way to attain salvation.  (Murthy, 1990, p. 61)


Again, the self (or ego) is “in the way”—of the Self.  Here, it is advocated that the individual go right to the Source.  In this way, and in only this way, is the individual assured of the absolutely highest recourse to Truth and Wisdom.  From there, it is easy to see that all of the choices and decisions comprising the daily life of the individual will be, thereby, fully informed and judicious.


Both of the above passages indicate the essential spiritual process, as exemplified in either Hinduism or Buddhism:  transcendence of self, whether explicitly or implicitly stated.  Indeed, whereas Hinduism likes to come right to the point, Buddhism would rather just leave things well enough alone.  It is enough in Buddhism to simply “chop wood, carry water,” or perhaps bake bread once in awhile.  To simply engage life fully at its most elemental level is to eliminate all excess—which opens the individual to the transcendent reality, always inherent in life.  Nonetheless, either way is just as likely a path to “Enlightenment,” emphasizing the absence (Void) of self when transcended (Buddhism), or else the presence of Self into which one is transcended (Hinduism).  It is all the same, simply approached from either end of the process.
  


Self-actualization, as it is typically rendered in the psychological literature, is a misnomer, therefore.  Indeed, it is nothing but another way to say “sin.”  (If not insanity.)  The actual meaning of sin is simply to “miss the mark,” or else, to fail to “make the grade.”  In other words, it is to not do something that is the individual’s obligation to do—that is deemed worthy of doing.  Obviously, sin has always been most closely associated with one’s relationship to God, precisely because this has traditionally been regarded as the most worthy thing that one can do—far superior to one’s “relationship” to their own self.


The difficulty with self-esteem, as it relates to spirituality, can be put this way:


The problems posed by humanistic selfism are not new to Christianity:  indeed, they can be traced back to early conflicts with Stoicism and other sophisticated Graeco-Roman philosophical and ethical systems.  To worship one’s self (in self-realization) or to worship all humanity is, in Christian terms, simple idolatry operating from the usual motive of unconscious egoism.  Unconscious or disguised self-love has long been recognized as the source of idolatry… .  (Vitz, 1994, p. 128)


Or, in other words, the valuing of one’s self over God.  Put somewhat differently, and as it relates to the dual-domain, the difficulty with “idolatry” (i.e., self-esteem) is simply this:  it represents a truncated version of an altogether larger process, so deplete of its full expression as to be virtually an obstruction to its full expression.  S/self-actualization (including the level of Self) is the transcendence of self—into Self, which is to say, the transcendence of the immanent realm into that which is transcendent.  To see the S/self in any other terms only commits one to either of two different kinds of error:  reductionism (reducing Self to self) or else “escalationism” (escalating self into Self)—which could be regarded as nothing more than two ways of saying idolatry.  Put simply, to get beyond the interior hierarchy—and, therefore, enter the inclusive hierarchy—one must get beyond their self-esteem.


The Deeper Self


However, the overall relationship between the dual-domain of Self and self is not so simply stated.  That there is a “self” in each realm of the dual-domain suggests something striking about the composition of the human being.  What this implies can be made explicit:  Each of these selves has its own personality.  This has enormous ramifications on any understanding of S/self, and also has a further impact on Jung’s theory of archetypes and the collective unconscious.


Although S/self-actualization can be described as a matter of the self getting out of the way of the Self, this “getting out of the way” doesn’t mean that the self is merely eliminated in the process.  As has also been the case at each stage of development, the self is integrated into the Self.  Perhaps absorbed better describes the case, for the self ceases to be “who” it is, and becomes Who it “really” Is (at this transcendent level).  However, this does not imply that the Self who the self really Is is somehow apart and separate from the self up until this point.  Rather, precisely because the Self is who the self really Is, the Self has been the self all along.


The conditionally manifested Reality is hierarchically composed from the “inside” (or “depth point”) “out”, and its Origin is in its “depth point” (“within”), rather than at any point “without”.  This can become immediately evident, if one simply and directly examines one’s own conditionally manifested structure.


Thus, there is (you might first observe) the physical body (and the physical world of its physical relations).  However, senior and prior to the physical body is the systematic life-energy that animates (or activates) the physical body, and, coincidentally, there are the operations of the sensory (and general emotional) mechanisms, whereby the physical body is perceived.  If the systematic life-energy were disconnected (or otherwise depleted) from the physical body, the physical body would be unable to move in the physical world.  And if the operations of the sensory mechanisms were disconnected form the physical body, there would not be any perception of the physical body, nor any physical bodily perception of the physical world.  Likewise, then, senior and prior to the physical world we ordinarily perceive is the subtler world-plane of…systematic life-energy that surrounds and pervades and forms the “inner” dimension of the physical world… .  (Adi Da, 1997b, p. 299)


Clearly, according to this description, ordinary human existence is a composite of two aspects—that which is “deeper” standing over and against and prior to the gross (or “lower”) manifestation of the individual.  This lower being is rooted in the vital dimensions of the body and the mind dominated by sense and perception (and emotion).  It has its base in the navel and solar plexus, where the “hara” (Dürekheim, 1988) or “chi” (Woollerton & McLean, 1986)—the Japanese and Chinese versions of life energy, respectively—takes form and exerts its influence upon the individual.  Altogether, the navel “chakra” channeling this life energy (the Indian system of energy circuits) represents the highest level of the lower, bodily-based being.  


However, attenuating this overall dimension is the deeper being, comprised of the levels of consciousness and intelligence beyond the lower, which gives direction to the self taking place within these grosser levels of being.  The individual’s will connects these two general levels of being, although each level attempts to transmit their own intentions through the body.  In this sense, it could be said that both the Self of the inclusive hierarchy and the self of the interior hierarchy have a mind of their own.  Consequently, there is a kind of “split personality” quality to the S/self, in which the S/self operates at odds or cross purposes to itself.  However, this conception, no matter how true, belies the intimate, interconnectedness of the two.  Although most references to the S/self suggest that we are currently merely a self—that must somehow “attain” the Self—nonetheless, we are the S/self all the while.  


Assagioli was also clearly attempting to articulate such a position with his concept of  “I” and Self, intimately in union, so much so that they cannot truly be conceived of as existing apart from one another:


This abiding dependence of “I” [self] upon Self amounts to an ontological union of “I” and Self.  They are so fundamentally related that a true break in that relationship would mean personal annihilation, the nonbeing of “I.”  So complete is this union that it may be called “nondual,” a unity transcending any sense of duality, isolation, or separation.  Assagioli puts it this way:  “There are not really two selves, two independent and separate entities.  The Self is one; it manifests in different degrees of awareness and self-realization.  The reflection [of Self, “I”] appears to be self-existent but has, in reality, no autonomous substantiality.  It is, in other words, not a new and different light but a projection of its luminous source.”  (Assagioli 1965, 20)


The I-Self union is not something one needs to forge, not a union to be attained, but a union that is ever present—if it were not present, you would not be here, because you have “no autonomous substantiality.”  In the words of the great mystic Meister Eckhart, “There is something in the soul so closely akin to God that it is already one with him and need never be united to him” (in Blakney 1941, 205).  (Firman & Gila, 1997, p. 45)


This passage offers a clear indication of the kind of confusion obscuring a true understanding of nondualism.  To use the term in the way it is being used above is inappropriate and misleading.  In truth, nondualism refers specifically to the relationship of the S/self to God, not the relationship of the self to Self, as will be seen.  However intimate this latter relationship, there is nothing nondual about it.  There is a unity, to be sure, but not of the nature of nondualism.  However profound this relationship, it merely captures the dynamics of manifest being, not that which is unmanifest.  A perceptible difference still holds between the two, no matter how intrinsic they might appear to one another.


However, the overall point of the above passage is a good one.  Although we are not aware of the Self—which is to say, we are unconscious of it—it is no less active and operative, even so.  It is a common misconception regarding unconsciousness that if we are not conscious of something, it doesn’t, therefore, exist.  Nonetheless, the unconscious deeper Self is there the whole time—even right now!  Reading this passage, your deeper Self is right there, reading along with you.  Indeed, your deeper Self is, perhaps, communicating with you about it.  Even right now.  The only question is whether or not you are receiving the signals.  In other words, the question is whether or not you are in touch with your deeper Self, as it is going about its business.


Self-realization, as it was conceived of by Assagioli, involved a direct link between the Self and the “I” (or the Self and the “ego,” in Jung’s parlance), which conveys the essential nature of the relationship between the Self and the “I.”  By being thus connected, the “I” is able to inhere in the Self.  Perhaps better said, the “I” arises in the midst of the Self, and ever more conforms itself to the attributes of the Self.  Since the Self and the “I” are in intimate union at all times, their relationship exists at every level of development—indeed, even including those in which the “I” remains unaware of the presence of the Self.  Nonetheless, as Jung (1969a, 1969b) also suggested, the “I” (ego) comes to be aware of the deeper presence of which it is somehow connected, and more, that this deeper presence is by far the more significant and relevant to its overall well-being.  Indeed, the “I” (ego) must ultimately surrender its own ill-conceived sovereignty to the Self, sacrificing itself into the prior preeminence of the Self.


Another way of saying this is that Self-realization involves an image or reflection of Self—“I”—becoming a clearer and more accurate image or reflection of Self.  Since Self is present throughout the many levels of the person, the more “I” reflects Self, the more it too will be open to all these levels.  Therefore, employing Assagioli’s oval diagram, Self would be understood as distinct but not separate from the entire area mapped by [Figure 2].*






[Figure 2:  Self and “I”]


In the above diagram, Self is not represented but is understood to pervade all the areas shown.  In other words, just as “I” is transcendent-immanent within the process and content of here and now experience, so Self is transcendent-immanent within all the process of content of the psyche-soma.  Thus, in developing an intimate relationship with Self, and so becoming an increasingly accurate image of Self, one may find increasing openness to the heights and depths of experience.  (p. 203)


A number of things can be said about the above passage, in that it carries several odd references, not the least of which being the “heights and depths of experience.”  The way in which this phrase is used is almost a sleight of hand, in that it appears to refer to higher and lower dimensions of being, especially in that the oval is positioned on the page such that its tapered ends are vertically arranged and the word “higher” unconscious is at the top and the word “lower” unconscious is at the bottom.  This would suggest that the “higher” is, well…higher than the lower.  However, this is really not the case.  In fact, the two terms have completely different designates than this:  “While the lower unconscious is infused by the type of negative experiences listed above, the higher unconscious includes quite opposite experiences that can be called transpersonal qualities…” (p. 131).  These transpersonal qualities are actually associated with transcendent (i.e., “peak”) experiences, as suggested by the work of various theorists (Maslow, 1968, 1971; Bucke, 1901; James, 1902; and Laski, 1968).


As can be seen, “lower” and “higher,” in the above usage, are synonymous with “negative experience” and “transpersonal qualities” (i.e., “positive experience”), respectively.  In other words, in this usage, lower and higher are just another way to indicate the pleasure principle.  In point of fact, the entire diagram is intended to apply on every level of development, whether immanent or transcendent.  Although transpersonal qualities, such as they are described by Maslow, et al., are of the “higher unconscious” variety, this is so only because such qualities come next in developmental sequence, given the commonly attained level of development currently characterizing humanity.  However, prior to present level of humanity, the “higher unconscious” is not characterized by such qualities at all.  In fact, the “higher unconscious” of prior epochs of development is often regarded as something to “grow out of.”  Indeed, the “higher” in the diagram isn’t really higher at all—it’s just more “pleasant.”


Since there actually is no differentiation relative to hierarchical levels, the vertical arrangement of the lower, middle, and higher designates is extremely misleading and, indeed, better represented if the oval is turned on its side, so that each designate is lateral to one another and equal.  If this reformulation is done, then something very startling becomes apparent:  the diagram becomes essentially a representation of Jung’s schema of the Self archetype and the ego.  In fact, if a smaller oval line were drawn inside the existing one, and designated as the personal unconscious, over against the collective (i.e., “transpersonal”) unconscious of the larger oval, there would be no way to tell Assagioli and Jung apart—except that the unconscious is being demarcated into “pleasant” and “unpleasant” (i.e., higher and lower) aspects in the case of Assagioli.
  Further, the middle unconscious does not offer a distinction, either, as it is really nothing more than the preconscious of Freud, where certain elements not currently in awareness are, nonetheless, still available to consciousness.  By all appearances, Assagioli has merely reinvented the depth psychology wheel, by simply turning his oval on end and referring to the opposing ends as either higher or lower (see Figure 3).
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Figure 3:  S/self and “I”


However, this sleight of hand is odd, in that Assagioli clearly wants to introduce the concept of higher and lower into the equation, as they are more usually understood.  Indeed, Assagioli refers to the impetus in development as “a ‘call’ from God, or a ‘pull’ from some Higher Power” that “sometimes starts a ‘dialogue’ between the man and his ‘Higher Source,’ in which each alternately invokes and evokes the other” (1973, p. 114).  In fact, the entire assembly is supposed to rise through the immanent and transcendent domains, apparently rising “higher” as it does.  Nonetheless, the way in which the nomenclature is presented in the diagram works against a clear understanding of this meaning.  It’s as if “higher” is going both ways at once—vertical and horizontal.  A principal reason for this would appear to be that Assagioli was, as is likewise the case for other theorists in this genre, unaware of a particular controversy of transpersonal psychology:  the Self is both deeper and higher.  In other words, an essential quality of the Self is its paradoxical nature.  However, a clear articulation of what, exactly, is higher, and what deeper, is not made.  As is the case with each theorist in this section, Assagioli’s Self is primarily defined as a preexisting entity to the self—and, therefore, deeper.  Even if the Self is simply defined as co-existing with the self (as Assagioli also suggests), it still has priority over the self, by virtue of its preeminent state.  Exactly how it gets higher, as well, is unclear.


A further comment must be made regarding Assagioli’s understanding of the middle unconscious.  From his point of view, growth amounts to only one thing:  the middle unconscious ever extending it range of awareness, until no aspect of existence and reality is excluded from consciousness.  However, Assagioli (like Jung) never really considered what might happen if the middle unconscious were to increase to its full size, that is to say, if the middle unconscious “swallowed up” all the rest of the higher and lower unconscious, until there was nothing left.  In other words, if the middle unconscious were to increase to the point that it coincided with the Self (i.e., the entire range of unconscious being), the “I” (ego) would simply go…“pop.”  In point of fact, nothing would remain of it, but its passage from existence, as will be seen.  Indeed, the “I” is the occasion whereby the unconscious comes into being, in counterpoint to it.  Simply put, the presence of the “I” is the very reason the Self is unconscious, to the extent that it is.  The Self and the “I” actually exist as a duality, which continues to define the relationship so long as the “I” persists.


However, Jung and Assagioli had more in common than this.  For both, the very experience of personal existence, or the “I,” flows from the deeper (i.e., “higher”), transpersonal Self.  Assagioli (1973) was clear that the Self is not simply a passive presence in the experience of the “I.”  Rather, the Self continually acts according to its own will, imposing itself upon the “I,” which must necessarily make choices in response.  In a word, this is what Jung was trying to get at in speculating about the collective unconscious as a “shared” phenomenon.  The Self exists prior to the self, and offers its greater, indeed, preexisting personality and awareness to the self.


The deeper being (i.e., “Self archetype”), doesn’t merely organize the fragments of immanent personality, shattered in the difficult processes of birth and early life experience, (indeed, even prior lifetime experiences) as Jung supposed, but presents its own, already integrated and organized, transcendent personality, too, from well beyond the limited domain of the immanent personality.  And is doing so now—although, it is also being obstructed in doing so now, as well, which is a feature of the relationship that Jung was aware of.  The relationship between the two is particularly tentative and fragile, certainly at the level of development currently characterizing humanity.  Only enormous strengthening of this relationship allows the deeper being to enter into and animate the lower being—at least without undue stress and alarm to the lower being.  It is no simple matter, certainly not one that can merely be “believed in,” and then be done.


In point of fact, the “collective unconscious” is a shared phenomenon.  It’s just that its not shared between all members of one’s ancestral heritage but, rather, just one of them—the individual’s own deeper Self, currently present and active in the individual’s life.  In a sense, the “collective unconscious” is a lot more personal and intimate than Jung ever supposed, which he, no doubt, would have realized if the transcendent realm wasn’t so antithetical to the scientific paradigm that even he was operating within (however tangentially).  In other words, Jung never really divested himself of the moorings of the immanent realm, such that he could truly embrace the transcendent realm as an actual, living reality unto itself.  


From one point of view, it could be said that Jung was stuck somewhere in between Freud and Plato, not willing to be contaminated by Freud’s floundering vision, but not willing to quite take the leap of faith to embrace Plato’s lofty vision, either.  Consequently, he just ended up with an odd hybrid of different perspectives and, in the end, advocated a spiritual way of life that he, himself, had no intention of living (Jung, 1961).
  Clearly, his heart just wasn’t in it.  Too much was still held in doubt and questioned by him.  In a word, Jung doesn’t appear to have taken his own position seriously enough, and follow to its conclusion the implications raised by it.


The relationships holding between the views of Jung and those of Freud, Plato, and Assagioli can be diagrammed as follows (see Figure 4):
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Figure 4:  Transcendent/Immanent Domains


Jung couldn’t move vertically, to the deeper psyche of Assagioli, but couldn’t remain at the lower psyche of Freud, either.  So, out of desperation, as much as confusion, he moved horizontally in the direction of Plato—from psyche to metaphysics.
  But, of course, he still couldn’t move vertically into the transcendent realm.  So, he had no choice but to fall back into the immanent realm.  Since Freud’s version of the immanent realm was out of the question, he had to take the psyche in a metaphysical direction, into the past of our ancestors (which, as it turns out, he had something of a personal affinity for anyway (1961)).  


Unfortunately, by doing so, he lost his thread of connection with the underlying impulse to postulate the “collective unconscious” in the first place:  the deeper Self.  Had he not done so, certain implications relative to the process of individuation would have, no doubt, made themselves apparent to him—not least of which being that the deeper Self is the collective unconscious.  The curious move that Jung makes is this:  he postulates the Self as simply one among many archetypes, rather than seeing it as the aggregate of archetypes, which makes more sense.  Assagioli was clear about this, however, suggesting that the entire circumference of his “oval” was the range of the Self, containing all aspects of the various conscious and unconscious states within it.  For some reason, Jung was unable to appreciate this more circumspect nature of the Self.


However, Jung was able to appreciate the essential function of the Self:  discriminative intelligence and will.  It is here that the individual makes assessments relative to matters beyond those that are merely instinctual and reflexive.  Both Jung and Assagioli saw in this function of Self the particularly useful quality of integrating the individual, such that they either individuate or otherwise engage in self-realization.  In Assagioli’s words “The will…balances and constructively utilizes all the other activities and energies of the human being without repressing any of them” (1973, p. 10).   Consequently, all the remaining functions and activities of the individual are subordinated to it and appropriately aligned, thereby—apart from any instances of deviance or aberration.  Indeed, it is precisely in the domain of the deeper Self that one can hope to effect the greater auspices of health and well-being, in terms of development.  It is in this aspect of being that one’s greater discrimination and compassion is already alive and awake—not that it can’t be put to sleep, however, by acts of prejudice and impropriety.


Of course, unfortunately, the will becomes directed toward the more outer patterns, grosser patterns, and as soon as that contact is made the will can be weakened by the association.  Then the will—instead of really doing what the discriminative intelligence has judged to be right to do according to its reasoning or its “consideration” (whatever that is)—gets fed back all kinds of grosser influences, and the will and discriminative intelligence get all mixed up with this other, grosser patterning.


This feedback mix-up that occurs through weak intention now requires you to purify all of this patterning accumulation.  It is a purification, rightening—ultimately, an energizing, “Brightening” process, more and more going beyond.  (Adi Da, 1997b, p. 13)


In other words, even in its esoteric purity, the transcendent Self can be contaminated by all kinds of matters occupying the attention of the immanent self.  Indeed, the immanent self might become so preoccupied with the various concerns registering in the body-mind that the transcendent Self is all but forgotten as an elemental aspect of the individual.  In a word, the subtler, more essential perspective of the individual might well be reduced to only a whisper, as the cacophony of bodily demands drown it out with the sheer effrontery of their volume.  Consequently, the immanent self must exercise its best understanding and, in a manner of speaking, come to the rescue of its own transcendent Self—by allowing the self to be absorbed into the Self.  It is not so much a matter of leaving life behind in exchange for the Self, as if a voyage or journey to another realm, so much as staying put and making room in the life you are already living.  Perhaps better said, it is a matter of allowing the Self to descend into the self, taking it over, which is already its impetus.  Such is no easy matter, of course, but it can be done.  


A further implication of the dual-domain of S/self remains to be made explicit, which, again, makes an impact on the Jungian conception of archetypes and the collective unconscious.  In Jung’s conception of the collective unconscious, the dynamics of just exactly how the past cultural perspectives of ancient people were transmitted to the present individual, is never made clear.  However, this process can be simply stated:


The deeper personality is the reincarnate, or the reincarnating personality.  Like the gross being, it is also a karmic entity, a product of cosmic exchanges.  Just as the body has a karmic destiny by virtue of its lineage, so also the lineage of the deeper personality determines its karmic destiny.


In the birth of any individual this deeper personality conjoins with a gross personality, but it functions outside the brain, appearing as tendencies and destinies that it adds to the gross personality.  Thus, although this body has inherited many qualities that are like its parents, many other qualities have been demonstrated in the Lifetime of this apparent personality that are nothing like My mother and father.  There are two reasons for the difference:  The first is the Very One born in this Vehicle, and the second is the deeper personality, the karmic subtle and causal Vehicle operating prior to the brain.  That deeper personality also has its own destiny, and it has been showing its own signs throughout this life.  (Adi Da, 1989b, 46)


In other words, the human infant, while sliding into the world from the mother’s womb (if not at some point in time prior and prenatal), “conjoins” with  the transcendent being of the deeper Self.
  Together, they embark on this fascinating and bewildering journey known as one’s “life.”  The gross, lower self is comprised of genetic material and any congenital features that might have been formed throughout the gestation period.  Soon added to this born being are the displays of the physical world, impressing upon the infant their necessity and urgency.  It is in this aspect of S/self that the individual can be considered a “tabala rosa.”  Yet, all the while, the deeper Self has been present, too.  Indeed, it is within this deeper psyche and Self that all this impressionable display has arisen—as a manifestation of it.  The sensory (and perceptual and emotional) bombardment occurs, initially, as a figment of the deeper Self’s imagery—precisely because the lower self hardly even exists, at this point, except for the merest filaments of genetics.  The two exist as one within the other, but only for a while, as the lower self quickly “breeds” and begins to take over the deeper vehicle.


Many psychologies indicate the extraordinary trauma and impact that the birth has on the individual, but few actually recognize that it is this “conjoining” that is the significant aspect of the process.  Some therapies suggest that the best way to resolve and overcome the trauma of birth is to go back—even in the individual’s own “bodily” memory—and relive these experiences, so as to purge them and be relieved of them.  Primal scream therapy is a case in point (Janov, 1970).  However, even more significant, is the rebirthing and holotropic breathwork of Grof (1975, 1985).


Grof found that subjects involved in these sessions tended to undergo progressively deeper explorations of the unconscious, in the course of which there consistently emerged a pivotal sequence of experiences of great complexity and intensity.  In the initial sessions, subjects typically moved back through earlier and earlier biographical experiences and traumas—the oedipal complex, toilet training, nursing, early infantile experiences—which were generally intelligible in terms of Freudian psychoanalytic principles and appeared to represent something like laboratory evidence for the basic correctness of Freud’s theories.  But after reliving and integrating these various memory complexes, subjects regularly tended to move further back into an extremely intense engagement with the process of biological birth.


Although this process was experienced on a biological level in the most explicit and detailed manner, it was informed by, or saturated by, a distinct archetypal sequence of considerable numinous power.  Subjects reported that experiences at this level possessed an intensity and universality that far surpassed what they had previously believed was the experiential limit for an individual human being.  These experiences occurred in a highly variable order, and overlapped with each other in very complex ways, but abstracting from this complexity Grof found visible a distinct sequence—which moved from an initial condition of undifferentiated unity with the maternal womb, to an experience of sudden fall and separation from that primal organismic unity, to a highly charged life-and-death struggle with the contracting uterus and the birth canal, and culminating in an experience of complete annihilation.  This was followed almost immediately by an experience of sudden unexpected global liberation, which was typically perceived not only as physical birth but also as spiritual rebirth, with the two mysteriously intermixed.  (Tarnas, 1991, pp. 425-426)


Conjoined would be more accurate.  This passage is notable in two respects:  It suggests that these individuals experience what could be called “retroactive” peak experiences (encountered by regressing back into and, indeed, even prior to infantile memories, as opposed to on-going life experiences), and indicates, as well, the experience of the initial conjoining of the deeper and lower personalities.  A further notable element common to such accounts of early life experience is the awe of those who look back upon the experience in retrospect.  As mentioned with Jung, for some (if not all), this moment of the individual’s life is hyper-charged with intensity and, consequently, nostalgia.  Freud (1933) dismissed this deep affection for one’s past as an instance of “regression to infantile states of wish fulfillment,” in which the individual embraces lost “oceanic” feelings of rapture and oneness with all existence (or, at least, with the deeper Self).  And, of course, he was absolutely right.  The individual does long for this return.  And why not?  It actually is an oceanic feeling of rapture and ecstasy!  None too shabby, some might say.


But this is to limit the deeper Self experience to an immanent interpretation—from both sides.  Obviously, Freud has no concept, much less appreciation, for the truly transcendent realm—dismissing it outright with disdain.  However, the Jungian counterpart, listing in awe of the transcendent realm, has no respect for it, as a truly existing and literal component of existence, either, or else it would accept its presence and not shroud it in mystery and infantile awe.  Although Jung is often credited with writing on the merits of mysticism, it is probably more correct to say that he has written on the merits of mythicism, in as much as he has, by far, preferred the themes of alchemy and primitive mythology to any other account of the psyche.  Jung was more than just a little attracted to the imagery attending these mysteries.  In fact, he was literally “seized” by their allure, quite apart from his own intentions.  Indeed, the contents of his psyche actually threatened to overcome him during a particularly volatile period of his life.  In Jung’s own words:  “My enduring these storms was a question of brute strength.  Others have been shattered by them—Nietzsche, and Hölderlin, and many others.  But there was a demonic strength in me, and from the beginning there was no doubt in my mind that I must find the meaning of what I was experiencing in these fantasies.  When I endured these assaults of the unconscious I had an unswerving conviction that I was obeying a higher will…” (1961, p. 177).


Whether or not Jung actually underwent a psychotic episode during this period of his life (from 1913 to 1917, in which he experienced many frightening “visions”) is subject to considerable debate.  On the one hand, there are those (Jaffeé, 1971; Van der Post, 1975) who accept Jung’s own view that this stormy period was actually a careful and intentional attempt at deeper investigation into the human psyche.  Others (Stern, 1976; Ellenberger, 1970), however, suggest that this period did not go at all smoothly, but was really a protracted encounter with the psychotic elements in Jung’s mind.  Of course, some combination of the two is also a distinct possibility.  Either way, Jung’s enormous fascination with all things primitive—the depths of his own psyche included—held sway over everything he theorized about during his life.  Unfortunately, this created something of a bias in his, otherwise, objective reporting of the phenomenon.


Further, over and above any indiscrete sympathy with the subject matter, to suggest that either Jung or Grof has, somehow, “discovered” something here practically borders on a sham.  It is certainly naïve, at the very least.  In point of fact, yogis and shamans have been “rebirthing” and recovering their lost unconscious for millennia (Eliade, 1964, 1969), not to mention astral projecting to and, indeed, residing in the subtle realms of the deeper Self (“rebirthing” in the sense of true mystical experience—i.e., being “born again”).  The deeper Self is not so remote to such spiritual masters that its contents and processes seem unfamiliar to them.  Grof feels that he has found something in the perinatal experience of the infant that is of particular significance to the individual.  However, nothing is taking place here (apart from phase-specific dynamics) that isn’t happening at every level of being.  Indeed, even these phase-specific dynamics aren’t really “news,” either.  Some are so accomplished at this process as to be quite conversant with the deeper Self, which happens to be readily experienced in the perinatal period (Ramana Maharshi (1982), for one—and certainly Avatar Adi Da).  Although Grof’s experimental techniques are interesting and produce something in the way of verifiable evidence (for science’s sake), even so, the overall process is hardly unique to his own formulations.


The reason for this is simple:  Grof hasn’t really done anything—except speciously and extremely inexactly replicate processes already mastered by others (albeit extremely capable, spiritual others, it must be said).  Further, the conclusions drawn are decidedly unsophisticated—describing the process in immanent, rather than transcendent, terms.  Again, like Jung, Grof is unable to truly embrace the transcendent realm and, consequently, in his hands, the transcendent realm is forced to conform to that which is immanent—an error repeatedly performed in psychology.  The problem is this:  Grof claims that it is the period of the individual’s immanent life (i.e., perinatal period) that is significant for this experience, not the aspect of the individual which is their transcendent Self.  In other words, the error is that the spiritual aspect of one’s being is overlooked and, indeed, replaced with an account that reduces it to one’s mere, corporeal (immanent) existence—which, in reality, is nothing more than the tip of the iceberg.  Although the work of Grof, and others like him (Levin, 1985; Washburn, 1988), claim an affinity with spiritual processes, nothing could be further from the truth.  They are a watered-down replica of spiritual process merely and, worse, heralding nothing more than one’s immanent auspices, not those that are truly transcendent.  It is exciting research, to be sure—but it’s not spiritual, at least not as it is currently conceived.


However, what is interesting, and extremely useful, about Grof’s formulations, is the manner in which he conceives of the transpersonal self—over and against the personal self.  Grof’s view of the individual can be seen as a kind of tripartite entity, in which the transpersonal (i.e., deeper) self transitions into the personal self via the passage (and threshold) of birth.  Indeed, to Grof the perinatal experience of the individual is a kind of portal between parallel universes, of which the individual participates simultaneously—and paradoxically.  The two are very different from one another, yet, somehow, intimately connected and interpenetrated.


Transpersonal experiences have many strange characteristics that shatter the most fundamental assumptions of materialistic science and the mechanistic world view.  Although these experiences occur in the process of deep individual self-exploration, it is not possible to interpret them simply as intrapsychic phenomena in the conventional sense.  On the one hand, they form an experiential continuum with biographical and perinatal experiences.  On the other hand, they frequently appear to be tapping directly, without the mediation of the sensory organs, sources of information that are clearly outside of the conventionally defined range of the individual…


…Perinatal experiences seem to represent an intersection or frontier between the personal and transpersonal—a fact reflected in their connection with birth and death, the beginning and end of individual existence.  Transpersonal phenomena reveal connections between the individual and the cosmos that seem at present to be beyond comprehension.  All we can say in this respect is that, somewhere in the process of perinatal unfolding, a strange qualitative Möbiuslike leap seems to occur in which deep exploration of the individual unconscious turns into a process of experiential adventures in the universe-at-large, involving what can best be described as the superconscious mind.  (Grof, 1985, p. 127)


In other words, if one goes deep enough into their own unconscious life-process, they suddenly “pop” out the other end into higher consciousness!  It is something like the “worm-holes” that contemporary physics speculates exist inside of black holes, where the gravitation is so immense that the universe itself is sucked into it, such that—somehow—venturing into one suddenly traverses one to the other side of the universe.  Or else, it is like the cartoon character who, while sucking his foot into his nose, disappears into himself, until there is nothing left—“poof”—except, in this case, higher consciousness.  Again, the paradox emerges for Transpersonal psychology:  deeper becomes higher.  Clearly, how this could be so has left Grof bewildered—although he is not alone, as the various works of the theorists in this section attests.


Grof’s tripartite S/self—transpersonal, perinatal, and personal—is a conception that will be taken up later, after the higher Self has been more clearly articulated, and a reconciliation of the paradox offered.  For now, it is enough to address a further aspect of the deeper Self, that accounts for perhaps the single most disturbing element of an individual’s life:  death—not to say, numerous philosophical conundrums attending it, such as reincarnation—if not resurrection, as well.


In a word, it is the deeper Self that passes beyond this life, not the memories and ideas stashed in the depository of the lower self’s mind, obsessed with the body and its functions.  The body drops away, and so, too, does the identity of the individual along with it.  Only the deeper Self remains, alive and conversant with the transcendent domain.  However, clearly, the deeper Self has its memories and tendencies to deal with, too.  As Avatar Adi Da  puts it:  “In life, you make mind.  In death, mind makes you.”


In other words, the mechanics (i.e., the psycho-physics) of death can be put like this (summarizing Avatar Adi Da (1991b) and Sambhava (1994)):  


In death, the quality and content of the deeper Self is like that of dreams, except that the context is vastly different, for no bodily restrictions encase or inform it.  The fluidity of its various expressions are utterly incomprehensible to the verbal/conceptual mind, itself struggling to make sense of even its own fleshy compartments.  In death, vast, sprawling possibilities abound, translucently transforming every aspect of the deeper Self.  The very conditions that, in life formed mind, now form destiny.  In death, the deeper Self simply wanders in the conditions that have formed it.  Many visions are possible, exquisite and terrifying, beyond imagination.  At some point, these possibilities coalesce, drawing in upon themselves after having been abruptly unfurled in the passage unconstrained by the loss of body.  After awhile, a new body is sought, and eventually found.  The individual incarnates again, their deeper Self in tow.  A new body/mind will emerge within the shroud of this cosmic sprawl, only to suck the few remaining traces of transcendent memory into its breast and feed its life, as it comes tumbling out into a new world—once again, for this drama has been played out before.  It is an endless replication, tracing out new traumas with every hand, and even the very same ecstasy.  It is a mixed bag of events, ever thrown into the wind, crashing down into the skin, suddenly among the harsh planes and gleaming surfaces of an unexpected world, deposited unceremoniously.  From there, what unfolds is anybody’s guess—just as it always has been, so many times before.


The Higher Self


Wilber, like Maslow, offers a hierarchical theory of human development.  In fact, his theory specifically elaborates upon and extends the work of Maslow, offering numerous refinements to the being needs, which become operative upon the satisfaction of the basic needs.  Wilber’s Spectrum Theory of Consciousness (1980a, 1983b, 1986, 1995b) literally subsumes every developmental theory of contemporary psychology, indeed, including even those of Hindu or Buddhist origin.  In this spectrum theory, the bifurcation of levels extends considerably beyond that of Maslow’s hierarchy.  Wilber extends these levels into transpersonal and transcendent realms of spirituality, usually referred to in the religious traditions as domains of higher consciousness—far beyond the limited range of Maslow’s conception of peak experiences.  


Wilber conceives of the overall identity of the individual as one in which the environment plays as important a role as that of the individual.  In other words, the environment is as relevant a part of the individual’s makeup and well-being as the individual themself.  The individual actually exists within a larger context of relationship involving complex ecologies.  Neither side can be rightly understood apart from the other.  Reciprocal relations hold between them, only by which can each be properly considered.   Consequently, Wilber’s theory is essentially a systems theory, which significantly elaborates upon the simple “approach/avoidance” mechanics giving impetus to Maslow’s (1968, p. 47) developmental process.  


The mind, like all systems, operates according to certain principles.  First among these is that the system is an ordered whole, whose internal relationships produce a structure with clearly defined parameters (Bertalanffy, 1968; Laszlo, 1972).  A system is a collection of constituent parts but not, however, just a collection.  A system is an organized collection.  The parts are not just tossed together into a heap.  Their arrangement matters.  A whole possesses characteristics which are not possessed by its parts singly; therefore, the whole is not only more than the simple sum of its parts, it is also something other than the sum of its parts.  The very presence of these relationships between the various parts becomes, itself, a component of the system.


Every level of the hierarchy exists within the constraints of its own particular system, from sub-atomic particles to the plants and animals of our eco-system, to the planets of our solar system, to the vast galaxies of the entire cosmos.  All beings live in complex ecologies, each dependent for their lives upon all the minute maneuverings of even every single other element in that system.  There are precarious balances and food-chains in these eco-systems, starting with the simple single-celled amoebas, expanding into ever more complex life-forms, subsuming one another in increasingly more sophisticated arrangements, continuing all the way up to your local supermarket store.  It is an ecology of resources, shared in interactions of an ever more complex commerce.  Indeed, this very intricacy of commerce indicates something extremely subtle, yet necessarily pervasive, about this entire procedure:  There is no system without society.


...[E]ach level is a process of exchange with corresponding levels of structural organization in the world process at large...


...Now, since each of these levels of structural organization transcends but includes its predecessors, each structure of development enfolds, envelops, comprehends, or compounds the previous structures, much as the neocortex envelops the mammalian limbic system, which in turn envelops the reptilian stem.


For this reason...we say that the human being is a compound individual—compounded of all the past levels of development and capped by the present level itself…The material body is exercised in labor with the physical-natural environment; the pranic (emotional) body is exercised in breath, sex, and feeling with other pranic bodies; the mind is exercised in linguistic communication with other minds; the soul, in psychic and subtle relationships; the spirit, in absolute relation to and as Godhead (or God-communion and God-identity).  That is, each level of the compound human individual is exercised in a complex system of ideally unobstructed relationships with the corresponding levels of structural organization in the world process at large.


Furthermore, humanity actually and literally reproduces itself on each level by an appropriate exchange of the elements of that level (with corresponding levels in the world at large).  Humanity reproduces itself physically through the exchange of food secured by labor from the natural environment.  It reproduces itself bodily (or biologically) via exchange of breath and sex.  It reproduces itself mentally via education and communicative exchange.  It reproduces itself spiritually (soul and spirit) via living exchange-transmission from adept to disciple.


It thus appears that each level is intrinsically part of a sliding chain of relational exchanges and therefore is itself most fundamentally a society of exchanges, or social relationship... .  (Wilber, 1983b, p. 35-36)


Indeed, this intricacy of commerce indicates something else extremely subtle, yet necessarily pervasive, about this procedure:  S/self is system and society, all along the way.  Who you take yourself to be is just a matter of which level of the overall process you wish to identify with.

In truth, the peak experiences (as Maslow conceived them), although extraordinary and all-consuming from the standpoint of the basic needs, are simply the tip of the iceberg of the being needs.  Far greater experiences are available to those who not only traverse to, but reside in, the transcendent realms.  Maslow was a pioneer into a vast wilderness of ecstasy, within which certain, extraordinarily accomplished individuals actually live out their lives.  Following upon this initial foray, however, the territory has been charted out in great detail, as Wilber has most certainly done, following upon the even greater work of others (Plotinus, 1992; Aurobindo, 1973)—all of which consummately subsumed in the Transcendental and Divine Revelation of Avatar Adi Da.  The many structures and configurations residing there can, and have been, outlined in detail.


As mentioned earlier, the need hierarchy of self-actualization can be summarized as one in which the individual, initially, is primarily defined by system (i.e., ecology, biology, etc.)  Subsequent to this, their society dominates, offering the more trenchant and enduring influence in their life.  Yet, there is still both system and society at this point (and at every other point in the hierarchy, as well).  However, they take particular precedence at this early, and incipient, stage of development.  Subsequent to this position, in the integration of the two, self then emerges as a truly cogent realization of the individual—while, likewise, maintaining the prior realizations of the systemic and societal influences comprising its greater context.  It is in this sense that the individual, at the stage of self-actualization, is an amalgam of system/society/self.  It is from this point forward that the individual embraces the greater auspices of S/self-actualization that exist beyond the self:  soul and spirit.


Wilber’s Spectrum Theory of Consciousness draws primarily upon an arrangement in consciousness that is presented in Advaita Vedanta (Shankara, 1979).  In this schema, the vertical development of evolution,
 climbing up the ladder of development (itself resulting from a prior, vertical “deployment” of involution, sliding down the ladder) can be traced through an overall hierarchy of existence.  In Wilber’s presentation of this hierarchy, numerous developmental psychologies and spiritual and philosophical traditions are subsumed, yielding a ten-stage system that he typically delineates as follows (1986, 1995b):

1. Sensoriphysical (0-1 years):  comparable to Piaget’s sensorimotor stage, Freud’s oral stage, and Maslow’s physiological needs.

2. Phantasmic-emotional (1-3 years):  comparable to Piaget’s sensorimotor stage, Freud’s anal stage, and Maslow’s security needs.

3. Rep-mind (3-7 years):  comparable to Piaget’s preoperational stage, Freud’s anal and phallic stages, and Maslow’s security needs.

4. Rule/role mind (7-12 years):  comparable to Piaget’s concrete operational stage, Freud’s latency stage, and Maslow’s belonging and love needs.

5. Formal-reflexive mind (12-21 years):  comparable to Piaget’s formal operational stage, Freud’s genital stage, and Maslow’s self-esteem needs.


Clearly, these stages indicate the usual delineation of development among Western psychologists.  From here, however, Western psychology noticeably drops out of the picture—Maslow included.  However, Wilber traces out these further developments, even so—although, as will probably be obvious, these developments make reference to capabilities of which most individuals are probably not very familiar or even aware, in most cases.

6. Vision-logic:  networks of relationships between various cognitive components and panoramic or higher order synthesis of ideas—comparable to Maslow’s self-actualization and peak experiences (of which Piaget and Freud have no correlate).

7. Psychic:  the culmination of vision-logic and entrance to astral capabilities, such as is suggested by esp (i.e., extra-sensory perception)—perhaps some of Maslow’s peak experiences extend even this far.

8. Subtle:  the seat of archetypes and Platonic Forms, as well as transcendent insight and absorption.

9. Causal:  the unmanifest source or transcendent ground to all other levels of the hierarchy.

10. Ultimate:  absolute Spirit, radiant and all-pervading—the complete integration and identity of manifest Form with the unmanifest Formless.


Although this approach breaks things down in a fairly discrete fashion, , these categories by no means exhaust the various developmental schemas offered, both in transpersonal theory and spiritual revelation.  Indeed, Wilber (1980a, pp. 178-184) has outlined numerous of these other schemas and the manner in which they correlate to one another.  Those that are particularly pertinent to this discussion are summarized as follows (see Table 1):


As can be seen, the Buddhist and Hindu categories have considerable agreement, and also offer a much more simplified schema than Wilber’s overall.  However, the Buddhist schema represented here perhaps takes its simplification a step too far, in that it does not offer a distinction between the “five senses” and the emotions that can be seen in the Vedanta model.  Indeed, the overall developmental schema of the S/self can be delineated most simply, yet most accurately, according to the divisions typically associated with Advaita Vedanta.  In this system, the S/self hierarchy manifests via three principal levels (or sheaths) of being, the second of which, itself, divided into three inclusive parts.  Altogether, then, the individual’s levels of being can be most summarily described by five parts.  Although Wilber provides a useful breakdown of these five parts

into their own significant parts (yielding ten stages altogether), at the level of most
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Table 1:  Wilber’s Developmental Theory

general overview, these five delineations are the most representative of the S/self.


Overall, the schema of S/self can be summarized as follows (drawing primarily upon the rendering presented by Avatar Adi Da (1989a)
):

1. Causal Being:  The illusory, causative source of primal Self (or attention itself), the essence of which is the primal feeling of relatedness.

2. Subtle Being:  The ephemeral aspects of psyche and etheric energy, which are combined in an integrated and dynamic system comprising the individual’s invisible S/self:

a. The higher mind of psyche, the discriminative intelligence and primary will of conditional self, and the transcendent imagery of the superconscious domain.

b. The lower mind of psyche, inclusive of the principal cognitive processes of information processing and problem solving, and the contingent symbolism of the conscious, subconscious, and unconscious domains.

c. The pranic elan vital of etheric energy, inclusive of the emotional and sexual processes.

3.
Vital Being:  The gross, physical form, inclusive of the sensation and perception of the visible self, and the intentional behavior motivated by them.


In other words, the causal level and the higher psyche of the subtle level of being can be seen as correlating to Plato’s thesis of a transcendent reality, while the lower psyche and etheric body of the subtle level and the vital level of being can be seen as correlating to the presence of imminent reality.  In this way of speaking about the levels of being, the imminent realm has three levels, corresponding to the body, the emotions, and the mind (i.e., “lower” self).  Beyond these imminent levels of being are those that are transcendent, the subtle and causal mind (i.e., “higher” Self).


As revealed in this sacred tradition, all of manifest existence takes the form of mind, simply altering its form through various, “stepped-down” versions, each one of which comprising a separate level of being.  The causal level of being is the original domain of sentience and self-awareness.  It is utterly identified with the very substrate of existence, or ground of being,  the very matter and substance of all life.  Its sudden and spontaneous appearance has been hailed in science as a matter of utmost importance, attenuated by immense forces suddenly spewing matter into the created void of space.  Although science struggles with an immense burden—its utter inability to perceive the forces existing prior to, and on the other side of, this so-called “Big Bang”
—these forces, nonetheless, comprise the very substrate of our deepest being.


As involution continues, the remaining levels of subtle and vital being unfold in their turn, ultimately resulting in a compound expression comprised of many overlapping layers.  Each level interacts with every other level in a sequential chain, each one of which compelling to the individual.  The vital being depends on the various levels of the subtle being, each one of which, in turn, depending on the one above it.  In other words, the vital being relates directly to the etheric level of emotional/sexual energy; and the etheric level of emotional/sexual energy relates directly to the cognitive processes of the lower psyche; and so on, all the way up through to the causal level of emanant origin.  Each of the levels higher in the sequence permeate and influence all the levels beneath them, which are subsumed by them in an overall enfolding.  In the ancient tradition of Hinduism (Chatterji, 1992), the human being descends through this entire sequence of causal, subtle, then vital manifestation as they enter the material realm of substantive being.  From there, the (traditional) objective is to retrace one’s steps and return through this chain, ascending through the sequence, recovering the lost elements of their compound being that have been jettisoned, or else rendered unconscious, along the way.


In this manner, traditional religious systems, starting with their inception in animism, have always regarded existence as a “hierarchy of spirits” (Adi Da, 1982b), unfolding in a developmental sequence, while enfolding all levels within the enclosure of this expansive spread.  Literal, living beings populate these realms of invisible energy, higher in the overall hierarchical scheme of those that are typically perceived by human beings.  As a later move within the history of this religious tradition, Christianity (continuing the basic impetus of Judaism) posited God, alone, atop the pinnacle of this descending, and ascending, chain of being—the host of angelic and demonic beings aligning and taking their appropriate and respective places underneath.  However, in Hinduism, human beings descend through the entire expanse of this hierarchy (including the “God pinnacle”), tracing the entire sequence of causal, subtle, then vital manifestation in their own form, as they enter, finally, the material realm of substantive being—not as “creations,” apart from the God that “created” them, but, rather, consisting of God, through whom they have manifested.  Each level is utterly germane to every other level, and certainly inclusive of the final level that has, itself, passed through each of the others along the way.  (Indeed, Buddhism, too, has described in detail these “bardo” states (Lodö, 1982), the presence of which now residing reclusively in unconsciousness.)  


In the course of this involution, some spirits only partially descend through the hierarchy, reaching their karmic destiny in any of the particular realms that happen to operate on that level.  In any given realm, the lowest attained level of being will appear to the spirits living in that realm as the most substantive of the levels, indicative of the forces most definitely manifest and significant to them.  Therefore, the lowest level will always seem the most “real” and, consequently, it is identified as “physical” (as opposed to “psychical”).  In other words, the lowest level of the psyche is taken to be the level of its most evident manifestation, precisely because it is here where the mechanics of that realm are most concretely lived out.  It could be said that this “physical” dimension (regardless of whether it happens to be causal, subtle, or vital) is simply where the “rubber meets the road” for that individual; whereas the other levels of being above it operate more interiorly, like the “engine” and “transmission,” performing their operations dutifully—even if invisibly.  All levels simply represent an ever more diminishing range of approximate being.  Evidently, the material objects of which science is currently preoccupied in our realm are simply the most gross and dense manifestation of being of which Reality is capable.


From there, the process simply turns around again and works its way back.  Consequently, the need hierarchy must undergo a complete overhaul in order to incorporate these further levels of being (see Figure 5):

Apex and Apogee


The demarcations of the above hierarchy allow one to sort out the various experiences and levels of being that the concept of deeper Self simply reduces to a single expression.  The causal being exists as a state of pure awareness, or simple consciousness, prior to incarnation or manifestation of discrete being.  Buddhism speaks
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Figure 5:  S/self-Actualization Need Hierarchy
bliss that accompanies it (Suzuki, 1970).  These references typically suggest the presence of the causal being, simply floating in its sentience of bliss, undistracted and undisturbed by “events,” “objects,” or “others” interacting among one another in stress and dis-ease.  However, the void of this emptiness is not “nothingness” but, rather, “suchness,” which is to say, the utter fullness of awareness, with nothing whatsoever arising within it to dilute it.  It is completely, utterly full and complete, unto itself, without sharing or otherwise divesting any of its own contents upon any “other.”  


The causal being is the primal (i.e., deeper) Self, existing independently as its own separate being.  Any events, objects, or others occurring within this primal field are simply observed, or witnessed, as they occur, if they, indeed, should occur.  The Self simply sees, but is not, itself, seen.  Only the events, objects, and others to the Self are seen, but not the Self.  Should the Self become identified to these various phenomena, it loses itself in relation to them, failing to merely see but, rather, “be” that which is seen, as an illusion.  The focus of attention shifts from one to the other, which is to say, from the Self to the Other.  The causal Self exists prior to space and time, and all the contents thereof, but loses Itself to them in this act of identification.  With this gesture, continually reintroduced, Self and Other simply oscillate among themselves, ever diminishing by manifesting through the various levels of being, dropping down through existence like venetian blinds, until even the most peripheral view through the window is at last obscured.  All descriptions of mind take their place within this descending transom, the passage through which ever persisting just outside of sight, even as it comes ever more into view.


Wilber describes the transcendent domain like this:


The subtle level is said to be the seat of actual archetypes, of Platonic forms, of subtle sounds and audible illumination (nada, shabd), of transcendent insight and absorption (Bubba (Da) Free John [Adi Da], 1977; Singh, 1975; Smith, 1976; Wilber, 1981).  Some traditions, such as Hinduism and Gnostic Christianity, claim that, according to direct phenomenological apprehension, this level is the home of personal deity-form (ishtadeva, demiurge, yidam), cognized in a state known as savikalpa samdhi in Hinduism (Deutsch, 1969; Smith, 1976; Hixon, 1978).  Overall, this is the level of the “illumined mind” (Aurobindo); the culmination of manas and vijnanamayakosa; a truly trans-rational structure (not prerational and not anti-rational; intuition in its highest and most sober sense (gnosis, jnana, prajna); not emotionalism or merely bodily felt meaning or vegetative-pranic-privitistic “hunch”; home of archangelic forms or ideas; bijamantra, vasana; beginning of seventh chakra (the sahasrara); and, of course, the start of Maslow’s self-transcendence needs.


Those adepts who master these subtle realms of halos of truth and light, revelations of subtle sound, and direct soul-God-communion are generally known as saints... .  (Wilber, 1983b, pp. 29-30)


Clearly, according to the tenets of the present thesis, Wilber has gotten a little ahead of himself at this point.  Sainthood is more properly referred to, at best, as the beginning of this level (i.e., fourth stage of life), while the term shamanism (if not mysticism) is more accurately used to refer to the passage mentioned above (i.e., fifth stage of life).  Further, Maslow’s self-transcendence needs (i.e., being needs) are, in fact, actually nothing but a transition to this earlier state of sainthood, not the content of it.  In other words, the above passage is actually collapsing the fourth and fifth stages of life into a single category (which, according to the designation of the higher subtle mind in Advaita Vedanta, is appropriate enough—but not if its fourth and fifth stage formations are confused for one another).


Wilber goes on to say:


The causal level is said to be the unmanifest source or transcendental ground of all the lesser structures, what Aurobindo called the “overmind.”  It is realized in a state of consciousness known variously as nirvikalpa samadhi (Hinduism), nirodh (Theraveda Buddhism), jnana samadhi (Vedanta), the eighth of the ten ox-herding pictures (of Zen).  This is the anandamayakosa (Vedanta), the alayavijnana (Mahayana), kether, and so forth.  Passing fully through the state of cessation or unmanifest absorption, consciousness is said finally to re-awaken to its absolutely prior and eternal abode as spirit, radiant and all-pervading, one and many, only and all.  This is classical sahaj samadhi, the state-condition of turiya, transcendental and unqualifiable consciousness as such, Aurobindo’s “supermind,” Zen’s “One Mind,” Brahman-Atman itself, the Svabhavikakaya, and such…


The causal/ultimate level does not involve any particular experience but rather the dissolution or transcendence of the experiencer himself, the death of the watcher principle.  That is, the subject-object duality is radically transcended, so that the soul no longer contemplates Divinity, it becomes Divinity, a release the Sufi calls the Supreme Identity.  If the subtle is the home of God and God-communion, the causal/ultimate is the home of Godhead and Godhead Identity (Aurobindo, n.d. [1973]; Bubba (Da) Free John [Adi Da], 1977; Deutsch, 1969; Schuon, 1975; Smith, 1976; Wilber, 1980a; Hixon, 1978).


…The adepts who realize this adaptation are generally known as sages.  (Ibid., pp. 30-31)


Here, the tenets of the present thesis and Wilber’s treatment are in essential agreement, at least relative to his portrayal of sages (i.e., sixth stage of life).  However, again, Wilber gets a little ahead of himself in collapsing the ultimate “Godhead” into the causal level, which suggests a grave limitation in his understanding and appreciation of God (i.e., seventh stage of life (Tun-Huang, 1978; Saraswathi, 1971)), as will be seen.  In point of fact, precisely because the Godhead is the ground of all Being, it makes no more sense to associate it with the causal level than with either the subtle or vital levels.  However, this transpersonal “escalation” of the stages (as opposed to the reduction of stages) is an error at least as conspicuous as that made by scientific materialism.


The subtle and causal realities are the noumena of the lower levels, and exist in the unconsciousness of the individual, not merely as preformed propensities, such as are Jungian archetypes (simply tracing the memory of manifestations, however distant in the past, already performed), but also as potentialities toward higher consciousness never yet realized (except in the case of but a relative few).  The Divine Light bifurcates through the prism of the separative Self, forming refractions of various patterns taking their shape as the various Forms and Ideas being thus separated (Adi Da, 1997b).  This Light, as it reflects back from the lower levels of being, shares its basic quality with them, simply diminished in vibratory quality, as Plato (and Assagioli) suggest.  At the higher, subtle level, the very Light, Itself, precedes these grosser, vital dimensions, whose own states simply reflect it.  Even so, there is only the Light Itself, reflecting Divine Consciousness, throughout all of this.


On the lower levels of consciousness, are found the phenomena of the “personal unconscious” and causal laws of physics pertaining to the levels of being that comprise the lower mental, etheric, and vital domains.  When all these levels are integrated into a single, unified whole, taking each part into account and engaging life as a manifestation of them all, than an opening to higher consciousness is awakened.  Even so, each and every stage and level of mind is just that:  more mind.  All of psychology (and philosophy) can be seen as an explication of these levels of mind, taking place in relative accuracy and clarity of revelation, depending on the appropriate methods used for observing and revealing them.  


Altogether, these relationships of the S/self can be diagrammed as follows (see Table 2):
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Table 2:  Relationships of S/self

However, these levels are typically mistaken for God,
 as the experience of them is so inexplicable and transcendent to the ordinary awareness, as well as utterly and exquisitely blissful (although visitations to these realms, without proper preparation, can be just as exquisitely painful and terrifying).  These levels can be seen to be the transcendent realm that Socrates and Plato first depicted. However, having come to this threshold, midway through the overall development of psyche, the usual philosophy is to either rationalistically revere the threshold, itself, as some panacea of advancement and “Enlightenment” (indeed, as actually occurred in the modern period in the West), or else abhor it as a grievous error to recoil from, only to romantically respond similarly to the lower levels, in wistful nostalgia, as if some lost paradise (as, indeed, also occurred in the modern period in the West).  Either way, the end points of the usual philosophy are generally regarded as mutually exclusive, with Heaven and Hell demarcating them as polar opposites, applied to one or the other depending on which end is preferred.


However, the threshold to higher consciousness far exceeds such a limited understanding, indeed, offering itself, instead, as an initiator to higher consciousness, rather than merely the mistaken culmination of it.  The threshold between the transcendental and immanent realms is both apex and apogee, depending on which end it is compared to.  Relative to the immanent realm of the vital, etheric, and lower mental levels of being, the threshold of self-actualization is an apex, the highest culmination possible.  However, relative to the transcendent realm of the subtle and causal levels of being, the threshold is far more humble than that, the mere apogee of potential attainment.


Wilber (1983b, p. 28) diagrams this situation as follows (see Figure 6):
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Figure 6:   Apex and Apogee

This overall process replicates itself throughout the entire, advancing sequence of development and evolution, indeed, initiating the elevation that moves the stages through this sequence.  In fact, this process summarily describes the overall structure of the levels of mind already described.  Involution is a process of descent, as the levels of mind diminish into ever lower levels of being.  Evolution (i.e., development), on the other hand, is a process of ascent, as the present sophistication of mind elevates into ever higher levels of being.  They are an overlapping phenomena, existing simultaneously, even if at cross-purposes sometimes, indeed, occasionally canceling one another out. 


The ascension aspect of the mind’s evolution has held most of humanity captive in its allure for most of our history, suggesting the primacy of an other-worldly paradise, apart and away from the travails of this one.  Consequently, men and women have sought out its pleasure, while repudiating those of this world.  Likewise, those among them interested in furthering their goals to include higher states of consciousness, have rationally attempted to climb the ladder of ascent, into the beckoning realms of consciousness ahead that await us. 


However, the descension aspect of the mind’s involution has beguiled some men and women to forsake the genuine progression of development for levels already acquired, mistaking them for realms of the highest aspiration.  Indeed, lower levels can, indeed, be misunderstood to be the sole instance of an unspoiled, pristine purity, unsullied by later developments that only serve to corrupt their innocence.  Such romantic notions of defiled beauty can only exist as instances of prejudice, simply overlooking the obvious, carnivorous down-side of such more increasingly vital realms, departed in the first place precisely because of their more unsavory aspects.  Such wistful remembrances can only be held in an atmosphere subscribing to the notion that ignorance is bliss, for understanding, obviously, reveals more complex realities than this.


The “Apex” Paradox


Wilber (1980b) calls this confusion of apex and apogee the “pre/trans fallacy,” in which the prepersonal elements of the self are mistaken for the transpersonal elements of the Self, altogether of which engendering a dichotomy debate.  However, what most developmental theories fail to appreciate is that both sides are necessary for the overall process to occur, and that the individual must spread themself across them, each one.  It is not a matter of choosing one over the other.  Both are utterly critical for the overall operation of each one.  To choose one over the other is simply a mistaken notion, one that can only exist as an exclusive attachment or preference for one over the other.  Either way, it is a grievous mistake, necessarily committing the individual to a partial understanding of their R/reality.


The great dualism of all dualisms, I have suggested, is between “this world” and an “other world.”  It has infected our spirituality, our philosophy, our science; it runs as equally through the repressive Ascenders who wish only the “other world” of eternal release, as through the shadow-hugging Descenders, proper troglodytes each and all, who want salvation solely in the passing glories of “this world.”  It slices through every Age of Enlightenment with its upward-yearning Reason and every Romantic reaction that seeks instead to explore every downward-turning darkness and depth.  It governs where we seek our salvation, and which “world” we will ignore or destroy in order to get it.


It is the cause of bitter, bitter acrimony between the two camps, with each formally accusing the other of being the epitome and essence of evil (literally):  The Ascenders accuse the Descenders of being lost in the Cave of Shadows, of being materialists, hedonists, pantheists, reductionists, and “nothing-morists” (they believe in “nothing more” than can be grasped with the senses).  To the Ascenders, “this world” is, in form and function, illusory at best, evil at worst—and the Descenders are the primary representatives of that evil.


The Descenders accuse the Ascenders of being repressive, puritanical, life-denying, sex-denying, earth-destroying, and body-ignoring.  In their attempts to rise above “this world,” the Ascenders have in fact done more to destroy this world and introduce evil into this world than any other force, so it is precisely the “otherworldly” stance, according to the Descenders, that spews evil into this world, and the Ascenders are the primary representatives of that evil.


And they are both right.  Or, we might say, they are both half right and half wrong... .  (Wilber, 1995b, p. 345-346)


What the ascender/descender debate overlooks is the fact that the levels of being are not only “stage appropriate” but “stage specific.”  In other words, what is taken to be auspicious for one simply represents a problem for the other.  Just as patriarchal excesses abused and suppressed the matriarchy in the course of history, there are those who feel that any references to “hierarchy,” or “higher” states of being, only invites a similar intrusion.
  Indeed, they see such references as an indication of unwelcome “superiority” on the part of higher states.  Consequently, they feel that they must “stick up” for their levels of being, lest they get trampled under foot.  In advocating the appropriateness of a particular stage, they forget that those appropriate attributes are, likewise, specific to that stage, as well.  In other words, they do not apply to any other stages, but must remain confined to that stage.  Any attempt to apply these attributes to other stages is simply a reductionistic error, by which other stages are, ironically enough, likewise abused and reduced to the stage being “stuck up” for.  However, on the other hand, it must be acknowledged that similar abuses and excesses on the part of the developing hierarchy are often seen as simply the price one has to pay for progress.  In the end, it could be said that neither end of the continuum has particularly endeared itself to the other.


But, clearly, this is not a workable arrangement.  Each is simply admiring—and, therefore, adhering—to their end of the hierarchy.  Consequently, two hierarchies actually exist—one for each of them.  For the ascender, it is the hierarchy going up, toward an apex culminating in a summit; whereas, for the descender, it is the hierarchy going down, toward its own “apex,” mired in the formless point of its source.  In a word, the essential quality of the “Apex” Paradox can be fairly described like this:  one person’s apex is another person’s apogee.  The two exist diametrically opposed to one another, heading in opposite directions, in fact.  Perhaps better said, the ascender/debate can be put this way:  the ascender likes to exist at the circumference of the circle, while the descender prefers it at the center. 


Simply put, one side of the “Apex” Paradox is threatening to the other—and for good reason:  it represents the antithesis—and, therefore, annihilation—of the other.  In a word, they are mortal enemies, utterly at cross-purposes to one another.  Which explains a good deal of the debate taking place in contemporary transpersonal theory.  However, as any good  Hegelian knows, whereas this dialectic does involve enormous stress and strain, it only does so until resolved in synthesis.  However, until then, the stress and strain is very real, nevermind how unnecessary.  


Gilligan puts the situation for the ascender and descender this way:


The images of hierarchy and web convey different ways of structuring relationships and are associated with different views of morality and self.  But these images create a problem in understanding because each distorts the other’s representation.  As the top of the hierarchy becomes the edge of the web and as the center of a network of connection becomes the middle of a hierarchical progression, each image marks as dangerous the place which the other defines as safe.  Thus the images of hierarchy and web inform different modes of assertion and response:  the wish to be alone at the top and the consequent fear that others will get too close; the wish to be at the center of connection and the consequent fear of being too far out on the edge.  These disparate fears of being stranded and being caught give rise to different portrayals of achievement and affiliation, leading to different modes of action and different ways of assessing the consequences of choices.  (1982, p. 62)


The essential difference that can be discerned among ascenders and descenders is simply a matter of which of these two points of view is dominating the individual at any given time.  Further, each view has its pluses and minuses.  Generally the pluses of either side provide the more compelling and, certainly, more appealing view.  Most, if not all, of humanity is convinced of this fundamental reality:  that each is the center of an immense universe in orbit around us, or else at the apex of its circumference, looking down on all else from above.  Even so, the opposing aspect is no less compelling and pervasive in our awareness, as well:  that we are also crushed underneath the weight of the universe, or else alienated and alone in its midst.  Both are taking place, and all at the same time.  As a result, the center of the circle (i.e., “apex”) is often thought of nostalgically as the origin of one’s being, while the circumference of the circle (i.e., “apex”) is often thought of idealistically as the goal.  Reality is, therefore, an immense, overwhelming paradox.  Consequently, it is of paramount importance for the individual that the paradox be resolved.  However, doing so requires that the difference between the two sides somehow be eliminated.


Simply put, integration is the necessary process of resolving the paradox, no matter how it manifests at any level of development.  In fact, the entire question or conflict of ascent over descent is beside the point.  The essential component is the development of ecstatic Love.  Preferring erotic love to agape love, or the reverse, is nothing but a confusion, engendering a dispute that is nothing more than a tempest in a teapot.  Preferring Heaven or Hell, either one over the other, is simply a disingenuous diversion from the real issue, as Wilber most assuredly points out.  The “other” (no matter how “higher”), established in the empathetic development of the individual, is still just another illusory state.  Although embracing “other” as if “self” does represent some level of developmental maturity, still, it is captivated by the dynamics of a descending/ascending dualism, that, in the end, only manages to keep the individual straddling both sides of the fence.


However, the linearity of Wilber’s position presents a problem for his hierarchical arrangement, in as much as simply moving “back up the ladder” of prior involution and descent is untenable.  Although Wilber wishes to disassociate himself from the ascender/descender debate, nonetheless, his whole approach to transpersonal theory is to ascend up the hierarchy—and to do so in a linear fashion.  That is to say, simply start at square one and hoist yourself up, one rung at a time.  But there is a problem in doing this.  Clearly, the individual doesn’t just hoist themself up.  In fact, enormous difficulties attend rising in the hierarchy, even from the beginning, as theorists as diverse as Freud (1905), Mahler (1968), and Maslow (1971) have all indicated.  Indeed, repression is practically the first obstacle to greet the individual as they begin their ascent, whereby they jettison further aspects of self, to join those already lost in involution.  It is precisely because the self struggles with its emergence into sentience and awareness as an incarnated being that it can not now simply “recover itself,” retracing through evolution and development its prior steps of involution.


Wilber’s theory simply does not account for this feature of development.  Perhaps better put, it accounts for involution, and then promptly forgets all about it, as if those prior, transpersonal elements of S/self don’t exist—while the self, meanwhile, goes about its business of ascending through the hierarchy—“overhead,” so to speak.  But the question is this:  How did the self get there, to the position that it could enter the transcendent realm—if the very rungs upon which it must climb to get there are something from which it is repressed?  The self has already slipped from its tentative grip upon its ascent, far in advance of the place from which it might now launch itself into the transcendent realm.  The question, naturally, is this:  Whatever happened to these intervening displacements of self?


Although Wilber’s answer is not unlike that of most developmental theorists—i.e., those displaced elements of self have been healed through some process of recovery—the answer is not altogether pertinent.  Although it certainly offers an account of the present, self-actualized individual now positioned for their transcendent ascent, it does not offer an account of the non-self-actualized individual who is not positioned for ascent.  In other words, it does not offer an account of most individuals presently alive—and the actual structural dynamics of which they are comprised.   The difficulty with Wilber’s position can be put like this:  Why did we leave the involuted levels of being in the first place?  And, consequently, why don’t we just leave them again, as soon as we recover them?  Indeed, everything about repression indicates that we have no intention of climbing back up the involuted ladder—no matter how compelling the potential benefits for doing so. 


In a word, the individual wants no part of development or evolution.  Indeed, it is the very nature of humanity to enter in the process of growth and maturity kicking and screaming—as every period of development surely attests (e.g., “terrible twos,” “adolescent angst”
).  In fact, whereas Wilber sees development and evolution as recovering the involuted levels of being, in truth the individual only continues on in the same direction as the original involution, caught up in its enormous impetus of momentum.  Although it might seem to the individual that they are scaling ever greater heights of development, by virtue of ascending from primitive magic through mythical imagery into rational reason, as suggested by Wilber (and others), this is a complete error.  In point of fact, this development of the individual has simply taken them even further away from ascension.  It is an illusion.  The actual dynamics at this point of development are actually in the opposite direction.  Indeed, here development only approximates ascension.  However, belief in its progress is only made the more compelling, thereby.


Consequently, the need hierarchy must undergo a complete overhaul, in order to accommodate this further dynamic (see Figure 7):


In other words, the involution phase just keeps on going—even into the so-called evolution phase.  Consequently, the three lower levels of immanent being—body, emotion, and mind—all exist in a dual fashion, as repetitions of themselves, ever more estranged from their involuted counterparts.  Although Wilber suggests that we have developed and evolved 50% of the way back to our origins, the truth is we are much further away than that.  Given this way of speaking about our “ascent,” we are actually
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Figure 7:  “Apex” Paradox

more like negative 50% of the way there—for we have actually gone even further away in the process.  We still have to recover half of the spectrum, just to get to the self-actualized point of the threshold.  No easy matter—especially if you don’t happen to have any idea that this is what you are supposed to do.

Before going further, a point about the diagram is necessary.  The vertical dashes in the above depiction can be conceived of as elastic in nature.  As the levels of being descend, there is a tension in them to return to their source, to pull back from their descension.  However, as involution crosses the line and becomes evolution, this tension is reversed, and becomes elastic in the opposite direction, away from the line that has just been crossed.  In other words, as the involution proceeds down the ladder, it “drops,” so to speak, with a force that does not exhaust itself as it reaches “bottom.”  Rather, it passes bottom and continues onward and finally tapers down at the point of the mental level of the immanent being, or the third stage of life.  Although there is a tension in the overall dynamic to return to its source, there is, likewise, a dynamic (perhaps akin to “gravity,” given this analogy) holding it in place.  Indeed, perhaps an analogy to “bungee jumping” can be made to illustrate this further involution.  In this scenario, the jumper can be conceived of as miscalculating the point of impact at the “cross-over” point and, thereby, passing beyond it—which is to say, crashing headfirst into a pit of mud, only to penetrate deeply into it and be stuck there.


Of course, this dynamic (as it is actually lived out in real life) is precisely what the descenders are aware of, and what they are trying to countermand.  They are clearly aware that we need to extricate ourselves from the mud.  However, even so, they don’t have the big picture.  They think that the “cross-over” point (the point in which you are standing at ground level) is Enlightenment.  Obviously, this is not the case.  However, in their defense, it is far closer to a point of genuine ascent and evolution than that of the ascenders, who are apparently a little disoriented by their “bungee jump” and advocate going further in the wrong direction (i.e., even deeper into the mud).  What is significant in the “alert” that the descenders are making is this:  We must go back and recover the lost aspect of ourselves—in order to proceed forward.  This may seem paradoxical, but only if you don’t see the overall dynamic operating in the midst of things.  Sometimes, the shortest distance between two points really isn’t a straight line.  Sometimes you actually do have to go back, in order to go forward.


However, their confusion in mistaking the “cross-over” for the destination needs some further explanation.  The vertical, dashed lines in the above depiction can also be conceived of as the boundaries of concentric circles.  In other words, like an upside down “cone” (such as, say, a stalactite), each descending level extends from the previous level.  Each previous level still remains, surrounding the subsequent levels, offering them a larger context and circumference.  Consequently, each of the lower levels is contained with the larger embrace of those deeper to them, while, concomitantly, permeated by the more extensive reach of them, as well.  In this sense, the lower levels are indicative of the deepest levels precisely because they inhere in them.  


However, the grievous truth devastating the “descenders” return to the sought after paradise of their “origins” is this:  The above, pervasive reality is only the case for the involuted lower levels.  As can be seen from the above diagram, the permeation of the deeper levels has been cut off in the process of evolution.  The sense in which the lower levels “contain” the deeper levels only occurs on the transcendent side of the “cross-over.”  On this side of the “cross-over,” there is only the regression to infantile wish fulfillment, as Freud has insisted over and over again.  Yet, the more trenchant insight of this observation has escaped Freud entirely:  One must actually go further than their infantile state, then, and enter into the involuted substrate in order to evolve—precisely because here is where the higher levels of consciousness potentially reside.
  It is only at this point that gross and material existence actually indicates resplendent and immaculate consciousness, permeating throughout all of existence—as is often suggested by the concept of Gaia (Lovelock, 1979) and the collective unconscious (Jung, 1917).  


In a word, evolution must “pull back” from its incessant drive in the direction of even further involution.  In doing so, it must “overlap” involution with the “sheath” of being that it has, itself, generated in its attempt toward progress.  In other words, the individual has, in some sense, genuinely developed their body, emotion, and mind, even if under the direction of this misguided process.  They are still real and genuine aspects of being, however distorted by estrangement and alienation.  They are not to be discarded, any more than the repressed aspects of being already clamoring for recovery in the unconscious.  Obviously, there is no point in creating even more “jettisoned aspects” than those we already have to deal with.  No, the answer is to maintain the progress made, while recovering the elements already disposed of.  Clearly, this will require some integration.  


All this might be hard to grasp.  Perhaps an illustration (albeit crude), will help.  Imagine someone pulling off one of their socks.  As the sock passes over the foot, imagine the tip of the sock stuck to the end of the toes.  Now, imagine the sock dangling from the toes, as if an extension of them.  Clearly—if you were the sock—it would make no sense to simply return to the “toes,” as if that were somehow the essence of your “sockness.”  Nor would it make any sense to simply pull the sock any further away from the foot, either, disengaging it entirely.  No, the process would be to pull the sock back over the foot—reversing the process already completed—and, in so doing, recover lost aspects of the sock’s “ankle” and “instep” along the way.  To evolve, one must reverse the process, and not keep heading off in the same direction.  However, to truly reverse the process, one must keep heading in the same direction that has been reversed—indeed, even past the “cross-over” point.  (For the purposes of this analogy, it might be useful to conceive of the sock as “elastic,” and capable of covering even the entire body.  Indeed, it might be even more useful to conceive of the overall situation as one so intimate and interpenetrated that, in “crossing-over,” the sock actually becomes what it always was—“skin.”)


Indeed, this kind of returning to the source is precisely the point Washburn (1988) has attempted to make in offering an alternative to Wilber’s transpersonal conception of evolutionary development.  Washburn objects to Wilber’s point of view, which suggests that growth is a matter of scaling up through the hierarchy of an ever more advanced, “higher” consciousness.  In fact, he contrasts Wilber’s “structural-hierarchical” paradigm with his own, which he describes as “dynamic-dialectical”:


As transpersonal paradigms, both the dynamic-dialectical and the structural-hierarchical paradigms divide human development along triphasic (preegoic, egoic, transegoic) lines.  In doing so, however, they have very different conception of the psychic constitution that underlies the stages of triphasic development.  Consequently, they also have very different conceptions of how these stages are related to each other.


The dynamic-dialectical paradigm is based on a bipolar conception of the psyche, and it sees triphasic development as proceeding by way of a dialectical interplay between the two psychic poles.  One of these poles is the seat of the ego, the other the seat of the Dynamic Ground.  The dialectical interplay between the two psychic poles is therefore a dialectical interplay between the ego and the Dynamic Ground.  Specifically, it is an interplay according to which (1) the ego initially emerges from the Ground (the preegoic or body-egoic stage); (2) the ego asserts its independence and develops itself in repressive disconnection from the Ground (the egoic or mental-egoic stage); (3) the ego undergoes a regressive return to the Ground (regression in the service of transcendence); (4) the ego, in touch with the Ground, is spiritually transformed by the power of the Ground (regeneration in spirit); and, finally, (5) the ego is “wedded” to the Ground in a higher ego-Ground synthesis (the transegoic stage).  The dialectic of dynamic-dialectical development is thus a departure-and-higher-return, negation-and-higher-integration interplay between the ego and the Dynamic Ground.  (1988, pp. 9-10)


Washburn steeps his transpersonal conceptions of development in psychoanalytic terms.  In other words, he sees the initial bipolar dynamic operating here as one in which the ego differentiates from the id (Freud, 1923).  Further, instinctual impulses originating in the id inevitably overwhelm the ego with their intensity and conflictual nature (Freud, 1926), which prompts the ego to retaliate and repress the id impulses, out of self-defense.  However, here Washburn adds an object-relational adjunct to his psychodynamic account.  As the ego differentiates, the id is perceived by the ego as the primary libidinal object—that is to say, as the principal significant other of the individual (i.e., “Great Mother” (Neumann, 1954)).  Of course, in so doing, the id must be understood in larger terms than simply impulsive instincts originating within the organism, but also all stimuli impinging on the organism from without.  In other words, the id must be conceived of as the individual’s entire phenomenological surround, both inside and out.  Consequently, all of the individual’s primal sensory experiences become intimately associated with their original object relations, which become estranged and dissociated (i.e., repressed) as the individual differentiates from them (Mahler, 1975; Klein, 1936).  Therefore, at this point of development, the ego (i.e., individual) exists in a position of longing for their preegoic, id origins.


This arrangement can be diagrammed as follows (see Figure 8):
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Figure 8:  Bipolar Psyche


However, of course, this depiction is incomplete.  The original id underpinnings of the ego not only include preegoic states, but also trans-egoic states, as well (Jung, 1917).  Even while the ego is extricating itself from the primal instinctual impulses of the id, there, nonetheless, also exist greater potentials for the individual, which entices the ego back to that from whence it came—at least once the ego is strong enough to do so.  “The dynamic-dialectical view presented here is close to Jung on this issue, holding that the ego, once mature, may be drawn back toward the nonegoic pole of the psyche.  Around midlife…primal repression may begin to dissolve, reopening the ego to nonegoic life…The ego, drawn toward the Ground, undergoes a regressus ad originem.  It returns to the deepest inner source of its being” (Washburn, 1988, p. 21).


Clearly, this nonegoic source differs from the id origins of the ego, as Freud conceived them, offering far greater spiritual succor to the individual.  Although repression keeps the two poles at odds and at a distance from one another, just as soon as the ego is mature enough to withstand the intense forces occurring in the id, it makes its return.  Whereas the ego was simply attracted to its primal object (i.e., id/Great Mother), until now it had no wherewithal by which to effect its return.  Only in completing its development (i.e., separation/individuation) into a fully functioning entity does the ego now possess the ability to release the repression holding the id (Great Mother) at bay.  Consequently, the ego now engages in what Washburn describes as “regression in the service of transcendence,” a kind of pruning process in which the ego submits to the id (Great Mother) and enjoins, therefore, the greater developmental auspices of the Dynamic Ground, of which the id (and Great Mother) are a part.


This arrangement can be diagrammed as follows (see Figure 9):
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Figure 9:  Tripolar Psyche


Having returned to the Dynamic Ground, the ego is now integrated with its source and the processes of ascension begin again.  “At this point descent gives way to ascent, darkness to light, regression to regeneration.  Having weathered the resurgence of nonegoic potentials, the ego here ceases being overpowered by these potentials and begins being empowered by them instead.  The difficulties experienced during the regression to the Ground abate, and the ego, now rooted in the Ground, begins to be infused and redemptively transformed by the power of the Ground” (Ibid., p. 21).


Washburn diagrams this dynamic as follows (see Figure 10) (Ibid., p. 17):


A number of things can be said about Washburn’s formulations.  First of all, except for the “regression in the service of transcendence” move at step four, Washburn and Wilber’s schemas are essentially in agreement.  Washburn makes numerous claims about what distinguishes his schema from Wilber’s, but they are all more a difference in emphasis than content, and come off looking more like a straw man argument than any genuine criticism.
  Both Wilber and Washburn indicate that the mental ego goes through an emancipatory process exactly as Washburn claims, wherein repression is set in place.  Further, both Wilber and Washburn suggest an extraordinary integration takes place at this point, whereby this repression is overcome and its previously unconscious contents emerge into awareness.  The real difference between the two is whether or not the ego “stays put,” so to speak, and allows the previously repressed material to enter into its sphere, and thereby be integrated—or else the ego “regresses” and enters into the id’s 








Figure 10:  The Dynamic Ground

sphere, and thereby be integrated.  Once integrated, however, the two are, again, essentially in agreement:  the integrated ego continues its ascent.


However, even in this agreement, there are certain oddities to mention, not least of which is the appeal Washburn finds in the concept of “regression in the service of transcendence.”  Regression, as it is typically used, is intended to indicate a losing of ground, not the gaining (or else re-gaining) of it.  In other words, regression is typically meant to indicate a return to the pre-egoic state, not the trans-egoic state.  Consequently, making use of this term in the way that Washburn does only confuses things, given its usual meaning.  Indeed, the integration present in the trans-egoic state more suggests recovery then it does regression.  The requirement that the ego be drawn back into the “Ground” lacks any kind of impetus in Washburn’s theory—apart from the inherent appeal it would have to a descender, that is.  In fact, it would only make sense to a descender that the ego wants to return to the “Ground,” as that is precisely what the descender wants to do.  However, to the ascender, the idea of growth is just the reverse:  to keep on going and never look back.


That Washburn feels one must choose between the two paradigms indicates the inherent dichotomy between ascenders and descenders—that one is right and the other wrong.  However, the situation is more complex than this, for both are (at least partly) right, and (partly) wrong.  As mentioned, the real difference between Wilber and Washburn’s schemas (apart from the issue of “pancaking” the ascension hierarchy) is the u-turn that Washburn inserts at the point where the ego regresses in the service of transcendence.  However, he also inserts a further u-turn at this point, too, such that the integrated ego, then, continues to travel in the direction of its original ascent, as is also the case with Wilber.  But why?  Why another u-turn?


Perhaps the simplest way to put the dispute between Wilber and Washburn is like this:  Wilber characterizes trans-egoic states as higher consciousness, while Washburn prefers to characterize them as deeper.  Of course, as mentioned, this in nothing more than a dichotomy debate among ascenders and descenders.  But, even more to the point, it highlights a further confusion on the part of Washburn (and Wilber, for that matter):  deeper is higher—and, therefore, higher is deeper.  They are simply two different aspects of one and the same phenomena.  It is a paradox, simply played out in two different dimensions, delineated by the “cross-over” point.  In other words, Washburn is right:  one must return to and recover the lost aspects of self jettisoned along the way to the ascent of the lower mind.  However, Wilber is also right:  having returned to and recovered these lose aspects of self, one must still ascend—and in the direction of the prior descension (i.e., involution).  


What Wilber doesn’t seem to realize is that ascension must occur on the other side of the “cross-over” point, after one has made their recovery (and not just continue in the wrong direction of involution); and what Washburn doesn’t seem to realize is that the recovery is only the beginning of further ascension (on the other side of the “cross-over” point).  Indeed, only by staying on their respective sides of the “cross-over” point does their dispute make any sense, demarcating out the position of polar opposites at either end of a single continuum:  that of ascender and descender.  In fact, Wilber and Washburn are approaching the overall continuum by splitting it into two continuums, one on either side of the “cross-over” point.  Wilber sees the involution/descension reach the “cross-over” point—but without crossing over.  Consequently, evolution/ascension, for him, is simply a matter of returning back up the involution/descension ladder.  Washburn, on the other hand, only sees the evolution/ascension that exists on the other side of the “cross-over” point, arising out of the so-called “Dynamic Ground.”  Consequently, further evolution/ascension is simply a matter of returning back down the ladder, to the “cross-over” point, and no further.  However, the so-called “Dynamic Ground” is, in fact, nothing but the involution/descension hierarchy taking place on the other side of the “cross-over” point.  Obviously, each is simply making theory out of their half of the overall dynamic.


However, even so, there is a more significant difference in their dispute than simply the “direction” of travel, which can be put this way:  whereas Wilber doesn’t really appreciate the full implications of the dynamic that produces the “cross-over” point, Washburn seems to be unaware of them entirely.  Wilber sees evolution something like a rubber ball, simply bouncing back along the same trajectory outlined in the course of involution.  However, the truth is involution reaches the “cross-over” point just a little less amenably than this, indeed, more like a tomato splatting against the pavement.  In fact, Grof has detailed at length the injury inherently attenuating this process.  The emergence of the individual into the immanent realm is not so much a matter of being “thrown” (Heidegger, 1926) as it is a matter of “plummeting.”  In fact, this way of describing these dynamics far more accurately depicts the so-called “Fall of Man” than that to be found in the Judeo-Christian tradition, which merely brandishes the wrath of God against the naked humans, who have suddenly, and apparently regrettably, gained awareness of their moral (i.e., mortal) condition.  Like Grof’s transpersonal theory, this tradition has placed an undue emphasis on the difficult conditions attenuating the birth of human awareness, without seeing that a far more profound, not to say protracted, etiology exists than this.  All things considered, the conditions of birth are really nothing more than the resulting symptoms of a complex dynamic of momentum already taking place.


What has made all this so difficult to see is that we make our lives out of the rupture taking place at the “cross-over” point.  We take the rupture seriously, as a given “ground” against which we must make sense of our lives.  However, although this “ground” does exist, it only exists as the result of a larger dynamic of forces serving as its context.  Washburn and Grof are quite right in insisting that we must heal the rupture.  However, without likewise healing the preexisting forces producing the rupture, this procedure only commits us to further rupture just as soon as the healing takes place.  Humpty-dumpty can’t be put back together, not because the king’s men aren’t adept enough at surgery and repair, but because he just keeps falling off the wall again!  In terms of therapy, it is the fall that kills you, not the impact.  Seeing birth, or else the “ground,” as the potential panacea of recovery is utterly naïve.  There is no real appreciation of the dynamics operating in its occurrence.  It is like determing the cause of death in the case of suicide to be the body striking the pavement—and more, feeling that if we could only have somehow softened the blow, then all would be well.  Yet, how the body actually got there is surely the most relevant element in the equation.  Obviously, it is here that there is a real possibility of useful intervention.  Nonetheless, it is precisely this element that so often gets overlooked in transpersonal psychology.


However, there is still more to the dispute than just this, which further confuses the respective orientations to the “Apex” Paradox of Wilber and Washburn.  Grof puts the difficulty like this:


Finally, I should mention Wilber’s emphasis on linearity and on the radical difference between prephenomena and transphenomena (prepersonal versus transpersonal, or preegoic versus postegoic).  As much as I agree with him in principle, the absoluteness of his statements seems to me too extreme.  The psyche has a multidimensional, holographic nature, and using a linear model to describe it will produce distortions and inaccuracies.  This will be a serious problem for each description of the psyche that is limited to rational and verbal means.


…Thus, the distinction between pre- and trans- has a paradoxical nature; they are neither identical, nor are they completely different from each other.  (1985, p. 137)


In other words, the pre/trans fallacy, at least as Wilber conceives it, is, itself, a fallacy.  Wilber has answered Grof in this manner:


In the first place, that a transpersonal experience might involve the “reentering” or “reworking” or “reexperiencing” of a prepersonal occasion (archaic images, pleromatic indissociation, phylogenetic heritage, animal/plant identification, perinatal patterns, etc.) does not mean the transpersonal awareness resides in those archaic structures:  it is the transpersonal awareness that is doing the entering, not the archaic modes—the question is always;  what can those modes accomplish on their own, when they alone are manifest?  Not a single prepersonal structure can itself, in itself, generate intrinsic transpersonal awareness, but it can become the object, so to speak, of transpersonal consciousness, and thus be “reentered” and “reworked,” and it then becomes a type of used vehicle of transpersonal awareness, but never its source.  The pre/trans fallacy, however occasionally paradoxical, remains firmly in place.  (1995, p. 743)


However, in this passage, Wilber has not answered Grof at all.  Rather, he is avoiding the subject of the transpersonal nature of the self entirely.  In other words, Grof’s triphasic self takes place on these levels:  transpersonal, perinatal, personal; whereas Wilber’s triphasic self takes place on these levels:  prepersonal, personal, transpersonal.  Simply put, they do not match—which is to say, Wilber is talking about oranges, while Grof is talking about apples.  The transpersonal self of Grof is pre-perinatal—in other words pre-prepersonal.  Wilber is claiming the prepersonal self has no transpersonal qualities (at least in and of itself), but Grof is suggesting another aspect of self altogether is transpersonal—that which is pre-perinatal.  Wilber seems to have missed the point entirely.


Further, Wilber is claiming all the transpersonal attributes of higher consciousness reside exclusively in the post-personal domain—which he calls transpersonal.  In other words, the controversy can be put this way:  they see the transpersonal self as if bookends, on opposite end of one’s life—either prior to birth, or else subsequent to adulthood (i.e., one’s present developmental status, in most cases).  Consequently they are each actually talking about the transpersonal self in two different ways—at cross purposes to one another.  No wonder neither seems to understand what the other is talking about.


Their two systems can be tabled as follows (see Table 3):


The real question is this:  How can the transpersonal realm be both before birth and beyond adulthood?  Wilber staunchly maintains that the transpersonal realm exists after the adult period of life (as opposed to the prenatal period before life), while Grof
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Table 3:  Grof/Wilber Timeline

staunchly offers no account for the period of life after adulthood at all (except to vaguely maintain that they are, somehow, “neither identical, nor are they completely different from each other”).  


This basic confusion has been plaguing transpersonal psychology for some time.  Indeed, in a similar vein, eco-psychology has recently compounded the issue of “regression in the service of transcendence” by turning the tables.  Whereas Washburn (and Grof, among others), have reduced the transcendent aspect of Self, by attributing it to immanent, early life experience (whether perinatal or otherwise), eco-psychology has errored by giving credence to Freud’s criticism regarding regression:  interpreting immanent, early life experience as if transcendent.  In other words, eco-psychology has become enamored of immanent domain etheric and vital energy—and tends to attribute to it a transcendent base.
  Put differently, eco-psychology has become enamored of our animal energy, and has tended to confuse it with that which is “animistic” (i.e., spiritual) in the process.


However, it is good to be enamored of our animal energy.  This dimension of being has value (nevermind that it has been lost in development, shucked and shorn through repression).  To recover these etheric and vital energies is something to rejoice.  But to confuse them for spirituality, however, is something to reject.  What transpersonal psychology (at least as presented by the romantic nostalgia of the descender) has failed to understand is this:  our immanent domain reality is miraculous!  It is an exquisite rapture—all its own. It doesn’t need to be justified, or otherwise associated, with the rapture of the transcendent domain.  The etheric and vital, animal energies of our lower being offer enormous pleasure.  When one recovers the experience of these exquisite delights (say, through re-birthing, or perhaps even through extensive and isolated sojourns in nature), it is easy to see why one might want to attribute to them the extraordinary status of spirituality.  But the truth is, they are pretty extraordinary all on their own.


Reformulating Some Basic Tenets


Perhaps the easiest way to tease out the distinction between higher and deeper could be put this way:  they are not really so much a distinction in kind, as they are a distinction in point of view.  In other words, the prior sequence of involuted being comprising the underlying substrate of the individual is most properly referred to as “deeper.”  However, the subsequent sequence of evolved (i.e., developed) being comprising the structure of the individual following their present level is most properly referred to as “higher.”  As it turns out, at this point in development, to get higher, one must go deeper.  Even though they actually refer to essentially the same phenomena, nonetheless, the relationship of the individual to them is significantly different, depending on whether the transcendent Self is conceived of in terms of being either prior or subsequent to the present, immanent self.


To make this gnarly mess of conflicting points of view meaningful, it would appear that more appropriate nomenclature needs to be introduced into transpersonal psychology.  To do so will require a new understanding of what it means to be transpersonal, and what it means to be a self that is transpersonal.  Transpersonal psychology has always presumed there to be a transpersonal Self (whether deeper or higher).  However, the truth is, the self is transpersonal, too (indeed, that aspect of the individual which truly is transpersonal).  In fact, as Assagioli has claimed, the self is both transcendent and imminent.  Indeed, the self exists as something of a split personality, not unlike the situation found in schizophrenia.


Bleuer (1911) initially defined schizophrenia as an instance of the individual’s self being in a “schism,” or set apart from and over against itself.  The colloquial understanding of schizophrenia as being that of a split personality is actually a far more profoundly intuitive understanding of schizophrenia than that which is currently in use by professional psychology (which typically employs the term as a catch-all phrase for profoundly disturbed individuals, the actual definition of which probably more aptly referred to as “multiple psychosis,” which is to say, any particular arrangement involving several psychotic states).  However, schizophrenia is actually just another way to describe the experience of paradox (or “schism”), which is the fundamental experience of every individual, no matter how functional or appropriate they might otherwise appear to be.


Simply put, the “Apex” Paradox is a universal phenomenon, involving the individual in a dilemma regarding their own sense of worth.  The individual is consumed with their own value, but also extremely ambivalent about it, even so.  Consequently, in the end, the individual necessarily holds two extremely contradictory opinions about themself (Morris, 1990):  


1.
that they are of absolute value, and


2.
that they are of absolutely no value whatsoever.


Most people try to live under the auspices of the former, while avoiding the latter as much as possible (i.e., “vital lie” (Becker, 1973), “bad faith” (Sartre, 1956; Kierkegaard, 1989)).  Consequently, the paradox continues to live as the very dynamic making up one’s own S/self, at least some part of which buried in repression (Freud, 1933; Lodö, 1982).  Confrontations between the two halves of the paradox
 are not only encounters with threatening aspects of existence apart from ourselves, but also a raging war of “opposites” taking place within, crying out for peace and reconciliation (Jung, 1919; Neumann, 1954).  Although the above theorists, each in their own way, has maintained that full reconciliation (i.e., nondualism) is not possible—and that, therefore, the only solution is some variant of “grin and bear it”—the truth is quite the opposite, as will be seen.  It’s just that one must be willing to be taken to exquisite heights of ecstasy and rapture for it to occur.  For most, this is a frightening prospect—as it requires the absolute cessation of S/self—the sheer possibility of which enough to reduce anyone to a sense of “fear and trembling.”


Consequently, the S/self exists as two completely separate and distinct entities (however intimately connected), defined by the parameters of involuted and evolved being.  In fact, Grof has already laid out the principal distinctions of the self, as they relate to its transpersonal aspect.  The self is a composite, tripartite being:  transpersonal, perinatal, and personal.  Given this use of nomenclature, the proper usage is suggested to be as follows:  transpersonal should be used exclusively for the transcendent aspect of the self (i.e., the involuted mental, etheric, and vital being), and personal should be used exclusively for the immanent aspect of the self (i.e., the evolved mental, etheric, and vital being).


However, obviously, Wilber’s depiction of the transpersonal self, as it relates to development and evolution has relevant applications, too.  Indeed, Wilber has always maintained that the transpersonal self is, in reality, the Self, which exists transcendentally to the self.  Consequently, the proper use of nomenclature is clear:  the Self is more appropriately referred to as the transcendental Self (whether in its deeper or higher aspect), as opposed to the transpersonal self.  In this way, there is no confusing the two.


Consequently, the need hierarchy can be presented as follows, showing the relationship of the Self to the self, both indicating the two possible orientations relative to deeper and higher, as well as the proper demarcation points using this new nomenclature (see Figure 11):


Another way to put the relationship of S/self to development is that the self must conform to the deeper aspect of the transcendental Self structure as it ascends (or evolves) into the higher aspect of the transcendental Self.  In a manner of speaking, the higher aspect of the Self is an overlay of the deeper aspect of the Self, created in the process of the self’s advancement through the stages of life.  The deeper Self acts, therefore, as something of a blueprint, or, perhaps better said, a preexisting model of the structure the higher Self must replicate in its odyssey of emergence.  The higher Self is created, based upon the very structural substrate of the deeper Self it will, in the end, emulate.  In a 
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Figure 11:  “Apex” Paradox


(Note:  In keeping with Wilber’s triphasic depiction, the designation “prepersonal self” could just as easily apply to the vital and etheric levels of the personal self, thereby maintaining both Grof and Wilber’s schemas overall.  However, it should be mentioned that doing so would also maintain Wilber’s odd choice of words, which perhaps indicates a proclivity on his part that makes the linear model so appealing to him.  In other words, “prepersonal” has very little to justify it as appropriate nomenclature, at least in this developmental context.  The emphasis on associating “personal” with the higher levels of the immanent self—especially the lower mind—seems particularly inappropriate.  Indeed, the case seems quite the reverse.  What could possibly be more personal than the infant, vital being!?  Further, a particularly pertinent descriptive category has apparently escaped Grof and Wilber altogether:  social.  However, even so, here we find an apt term for the actual dynamics taking place during the etheric and lower mind stages.  Consequently, the Grof/Wilber timeline requires some modification, as follows (see Table 4):


   before birth

        birth              1-7 yrs.
  7-21+ yrs.
       beyond adult
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transcendental
   transpersonal
     perinatal
personal
     social
       transpersonal
     transcendental








Table 4:  Author’s Timeline)

word, the deeper Self is actual, while the higher Self is potential, the latter coming into being upon the basis of the former.  


Put another way, the higher Self comes from the lower self—while it is grounded in the deeper Self.  Although the deeper Self is critical for the development of the higher Self, the two are not the same.  Consequently, recovering the deeper Self is only half the problem.  This situation can be described as follows:  The existing personal self doesn’t just recover the pre-existing, deeper transcendental Self (or even the pre-existing transpersonal self)—there must be an integration of the two.  It is only in this integration that the higher transcendental Self finally emerges into existence, as a result.


In the process of growth, it could be said that the personal self actually resides between the two transcendental Selves (as they are overlaid upon one another).  Perhaps better said, the personal self is “squeezed” between the two, as they embrace, conjoining in reunion (just as the personal self had, itself, conjoined with the deeper Self during birth).  The personal self, consequently, finds less and less “space” within which to exist, as the deeper and higher transcendental Selves come together.  In fact, the situation for the two is not unlike that of toothpaste:  the more the personal self gets “flattened,” the more the higher transcendent Self emerges from the “tube.”  Indeed, perhaps butterflies coming of age and snakes shedding their skins are useful analogies.  Either way, as far as S/self-actualization is concerned, the situation for the self can be put the same way:  its days are numbered (whether personal or transpersonal).  And all for the best, overall—if the self can only see it that way.
  In a manner of speaking, the self actually exists with a Self on either side—that which it has been, and that which it is about to be.  It is necessarily a two-prong process.  Clearly, collapsing either prong into the other only serves to distort their overall function.


Although things might seem a little odd and unusual at first, this paradox is actually something very ordinary to your usual way of experiencing things.  In a word, the deeper and higher Self both are and are not the same thing—just like you both are and are not the same individual you were as a child.  In exactly the same way, you both are and are not the same individual as your deeper Self, too—and will continue to be and not be the same individual as your higher Self comes into being.  However, the difference for your higher Self to come and your present day self, as they each relate to your deeper Self, is this:  you have already come as far in this direction as you can go.  Any further alienation from your deeper Self will kill you—literally—or else drive you insane (as the existentialist literature surely has made clear (Becker, 1973; Fromm, 1973)).  And even worse, in that case, your higher Self is prevented from coming into being, as well.  In other words, you can not keep going linearly, as Wilber suggests.  You have to turn around and go back.  However, arriving at the deeper Self is not enough.  Doing so concomitantly requires further growth into higher Self (contrary to Washburn and Grof, et al.)  It is not enough to just arrive.  The situation is a little more complex than that.  In a word, the two are not the same.  Your higher Self is your deeper Self—but not your deeper Self, too.  It’s as simple as that.  In other words, the situation for the Self can be put like this:  each has a life of its own—which they share. 


What has helped to make all this so difficult to grasp is a bias tending to permeate transpersonal psychology.  In a word, transpersonal theorists have tended to be more concerned with process than structure.  Why this is so is not clear (although being in reaction to the prior, historical emphasis on structure—notably Freud and Piaget, not to say science generally—and the rather rigid, materialistic formulations comprising these theories can’t be ruled out).  However, what is even more at issue here is the emphasis in transpersonal psychology on the phenomenological experience of deeper/higher states of consciousness.  In other words, transpersonal psychology has tended to be overly impressed with the salient, experiential aspects of deeper/higher consciousness, while overlooking the underlying, more persisting realities that make these particular experiences possible.  In a word, the S/self actually exists.  It has structure.  Indeed, this structure makes all the difference in terms of the S/self having the kinds of experiences it has.


Here, Wilber’s account of the situation is critical:


No doubt a peak…experience can profoundly alter people’s lives, and totally shake up their accepted worldviews, and shatter old beliefs.  But then, where do they carry it?  What is done with it?  Where does [it] fit into their structure?  How can they manifest it?  Are they ready for stable adaptation and conscious responsibility for the burdens of compassion and wisdom that transpersonal [i.e., transcendental] structures demand?  Or does the “insight” come and go as another sensational experience, and fade away into the night, a vaguely fond memory of what might have been?


In a culture hell-bound for extraordinary experiences, no doubt there is much appeal in an experiential joyride through the seven heavens.  And in the hands of a competent guide, no doubt some of these experiential disclosures can be very therapeutic…But as absolutely crucial and important as experiential disclosures are, they can be finally assimilated only in a subjective structure that grows and evolves to meet the demand, and experiences thrown at a subject do not necessarily and profoundly grow the subject itself.  (1995b, p. 747)


Wilber makes an important point here.  It is the Self that is coming into being that offers the greatest auspiciousness for the individual, not the one already in existence.  Indeed, if it were the existing Self that really mattered, then why change?  If the existing Self is so extraordinary and marvelous, then what’s the problem!?  Clearly, the awe and reverence afforded the deeper Self in certain areas of transpersonal psychology is misguided and out of proportion to the real state of affairs.  There is a problem with the deeper Self—as it exists in and of itself, alone.  There must be a higher Self, too—that is built up out of the deeper Self.  The two must exist in tandem.


Further, the two must not be confused for one another.  Changing the nomenclature helps makes these distinctions more clear.  What has plagued transpersonal psychology to this point is the confusing of one level of being for another, and assigning attributes to different levels of being that do not belong to them.  However, in all fairness, what has made this such an easy mistake to do is the fact that the levels are interpenetrated and pervasive to one another.  In other words, the transpersonal self exists within the larger context of the transcendental Self.  Nonetheless, they are not the same thing, even though they might seem like it.  The transpersonal self is the deep core of the individual’s immanent self, but is not, strictly speaking, transcendental.  Perhaps better put, it is a transitional state between the transcendent and immanent domains, sharing in qualities of both.  Consequently, the transpersonal self has tended to be contaminated, so to speak, with transcendental attributes.  It’s something like a child playing “dress-up,” wearing adult clothes.  The clothes are real enough, to be sure, it’s just that they don’t fit the child.  Further, the child doesn’t have the abilities that go along with wearing them—except, of course, to the extent that they play “make believe.”  And even more, there is still an adult out there somewhere, to whom the clothes actually belong.


In other words, the individual’s immanent, personal self is connected to its transcendental Self indirectly, via the medium of the transpersonal self.  The transcendental Self forms the context within which the transpersonal self emerges during involution.  Consequently, when the individual recovers aspects of the transpersonal self from the unconscious, the fact that the transpersonal self is, in some sense, transparent to the transcendental Self makes it a conduit to the transcendental Self.  However, the transpersonal self offers this spiritual reality only by virtue of inhering in the transcendental Self.  Nonetheless, even so, such spiritual realities are a part of the transpersonal self’s inherent existence, since it does participate in the interpenetrated reality of the involuted levels of being.  As a consequence, it can transfer this reality to the personal self, by virtue of the connection that they share.


What all this means is the true spiritual reality resides in the subtle and causal dimensions of being, whether deeper or higher.  All other levels of being derive their spiritual reality from them.  Indeed, both the personal and transpersonal self hang down from the transcendental Self like antiquated appendages, something in the manner of an appendix, or a tail bone—of no spiritual use, really.  The real spiritual action is taking place in domains of being far removed from them.  Indeed, Ramana Maharshi was often heard to remark, as he lay dying, his cancerous body moaning in the night:  So much the worse for it.
  His meaning was clear:  the immanent body/mind is not one’s true Self, nor something to make much of a fuss over, either.  (However, what Ramana Maharshi did not likewise indicate in his spiritual revelation is that the same could be said of the Self, as will be seen.)


A final comment must also be made relative to Assagioli’s diagram of the S/self, which depicts several stages of unconsciousness over against conscious awareness.  Although, as mentioned earlier, these stages of unconsciousness are really qualitative distinctions (in his usage), the idea is essentially right:  each level of being has its own state of unconsciousness, which is not capable of emerging into awareness—at least without some transformative process taking place.  In that case, the unconscious material becomes preconscious (i.e., the “middle unconscious”).  However, preconscious states of the transcendental Self and transpersonal self must still emerge through the immanent mechanism of the self into consciousness (and are subject, therefore, to some distortion in processing by the “end user”).  It is a “flow” of consciousness awareness, from the most profound depths of being into those that are most accessible, as well as superficial.


These relations of the S/self, as they pertain to conscious awareness, can be diagrammed as follows (see Figure 12):
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Figure 12:  S/self Relations


The pre/trans fallacy is extremely insidious and easy to make (not to mention, the “trans/trans” fallacy).
  The error in Wilber’s linear model is that he wants to jump from the personal self directly to the transcendent Self, bypassing the transpersonal self in the process.  Washburn (and Grof, et al.), on the other hand, want to join the personal and transpersonal selves together, into a seamless whole, bypassing the transcendental Self in the process.  Indeed, some areas of transpersonalism go even further, not only reducing the transcendental Self to the transpersonal self, but reducing the transpersonal self to the personal self—making theory, therefore, out of what has traditionally been known as blasphemy.  And the truth is, such errors do carry a price.  Just as scientific materialism has attempted to reduce reality to a truncated version of itself—doing the gravest injustices to our ecological and biological systems in the process—certain areas of transpersonalism are returning the favor, reducing spirituality to psychology.  Perhaps an entirely new branch of psychology needs to emerge at this point (e.g., the “Fifth” Force), to handle the distinction between the true spirituality of the transcendental Self and the merely reflected spirituality of the transpersonal self.  Perhaps it could be known as transcendental psychology, to honor this distinction.


Although the present conceptions of transpersonal psychology have proven to be inadequate to address the true nature of spiritual reality, nonetheless, the prevailing idea of returning to the source is critical.  However, more to the point, neither ground nor summit is the real issue (certainly in transcendental psychology, at any rate)—for neither is God.  In point of fact, there is only God.  Attempting to force the issue of choosing between alternatives is utterly absurd.  God includes ground and summit—not to say, all points in between.  Although Washburn’s “dynamic ground” must be delineated into a far more elaborate hierarchy of development to accommodate the actual dynamics of being, Wilber’s “spectrum of consciousness” must, likewise, give up Enlightenment as a goal of development, and realize that God actually is the Source and Substance of all existence—even right now.  If they were to do so, then they would realize that the entire ascender/descender debate (and theory arising from it) is beside the point.  The S/self—in all its guises—must submit to the Transcendental Divine Being—since the Transcendental Divine Being is That out of which the various levels of S/self are presently arising.

Chapter III

S/self-Transcendence and Nondualism

The Seventh Stage of Life


As has been seen, development and evolution necessarily passes through the recovery of the unconscious remnants of the individual’s own deeper being, indeed, all the way up the ladder through the lower and higher S/self, all the way to the “top.”  However, even this depiction is merely a partial rendering, although evolution (and Enlightenment) has traditionally been seen in just these terms:  recovery of the primordial Self, sitting atop the pinnacle of a “Great Chain of Being” (Lovejoy, 1936), a hierarchy of ever more inclusive, and elusive, reality.  And all of this is true enough.  However, this view is incomplete.  According to the integrating view of Avatar Adi Da, all of S/self must be transcended, for the cause of suffering isn’t just the gross manifestation of self in the immanent domain.  It is the subtle/causal manifestation of Self in the transcendent domain, as well (Radakrishnan, 1974; Saraswathi, 1971).

S/self is suffering, in all its manifestations.  It’s as simple as that.  Happiness is on the other side of S/self.  The essence of suffering can be put like this:  Love is in this world, but it not of this world.  Perhaps no single concept more fully captures the principal distinction between the sacred and the profane:  Love comes from elsewhere than this world.  The situation is not unlike that of someone standing in front of a mirror—the reflection is in the mirror, but it is of you.  Although the reflection is in the mirror, it comes from elsewhere.  It’s presence is an illusion.  Indeed, no matter how faithfully or exactly it reproduces its image, it will never be anything but an illusion.


Simply put, this world, altogether and in its entirety (whether immanent or transcendent) is completely contingent upon the Divine Reality for love and happiness.  It cannot be manufactured here—whether by saints, shamans, or sages (not to mention, self actualizers, for that matter)—but is only and simply Given, by Grace.  It emerges into this otherwise degraded dynamic of life, itself forever churning in an ever oscillating cycle of opposites and causal relationships.  The entire range of immanent and transcendent realms are all arising in the One and Same Reality, the Living Divine.  Happiness is simply a matter of allowing that Reality to manifest in one’s life, as that Reality always already Is.


Terrible futility is suggested by the fact that the gross physical body can die at any moment, can suffer, or, otherwise, break down in any moment, and, no matter what it experiences or accumulates, will inevitably die, apparently losing everybody and everything with which it was associated.  If you merely look at the gross physical, if you merely take the point of view of the gross physical (or of “matter”) in and of itself, you have chosen a “dark” and “empty” vision of Reality.  That is the philosophy of the “dog”, the futility of the “tail end”.  In and of itself, conditional existence (in any form) is not Happiness.  It is an illusion of Broken Light, of “matter”-only, without What Is Great…The philosophy of materialism is the “dark” thinking of the “tail end of the dog”, of the heartless exoteric mind, which suffers from the non-Realization of Indestructibility—or the non-Realization of Inherently Indivisible and Indestructible Light, Spirit-Energy, Hridaya-Shakti, or Divine Love-Bliss Itself.


Therefore, the “radical” approach to Realization of Reality (or Truth, or Real God) is not to go gradually “higher and higher” (and, thus, more and more “away”), but (by surrendering your “self,” or total body-mind, just as it is, in place) to directly enter into heart-Communion with Me (and, Thus, with the Reality, or Truth, That Is the Only Real God), and, in this Manner, 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, 1998, pp. 140, 141)


In other words, self-actualization has the “tail wagging the dog.”  It is bound to the immanent domain.  And even if it wasn’t, but was indicative of the higher, transcendent domain (as in the case of S/self-actualization), it would still have only the “tail-end wagging the dog.”  The entire range of manifest and conditional existence (both transcendent and immanent) arises within Real God, as its always already existing Source of Being.  This is the true point of Love and Happiness—the Presence of the Living Divine—from which all Love and Happiness arises, as Its own Reality.  Becoming aware of this Reality, as your own Form and Substance, is the true essence of Enlightenment (literally, to become Light).  Realization of God is the point of all spiritual practice, the literal submission of the S/self to God, dissolving S/self into God.


Enlightenment and God-Realization take place in the seventh stage of life.  It is precisely here, in the seventh stage of life, that the unique Word and Work of Avatar Adi Da can be made clear.  The essence of the seventh stage of life can be summarized as follows:  the nondual, nonidentification of all that is arising.  Although many teachings profess similar sounding tenets, the essential import of the seventh stage of life can be seen to stand alone:  there is no seeking for elsewhere.  In a manner of speaking, it is precisely this “elsewhere” that other teachings seek.  


Although sixth stage revelations (and those of the fourth and fifth stages, as well) all seem to suggest an exquisite rapture of experience (which is, indeed, the case), the sixth stage revelations are limited by a particular epistemological relationship:  they are the witness of all that is arising.  In other words, they are yet separate and apart from what is arising.  In the seventh stage, this subtle disturbance is, at last, finally overcome.  In Enlightenment, one does not merely observe and witness what arises.  The Awareness is so complete and, indeed, so pervasive that one actually Is what arises.  (And in that case, one literally is One—not “two, and more.”)


A number of things help confuse the distinctions between various teachings, all of which, ultimately, coming down to the fundamental nature of hierarchies.  The secret to sorting things out is this:  What may be authentic within a certain level may not (indeed, will not) be authentic on levels higher than it.  How could it?  These levels are higher than it, beyond it—indeed, actually excluded by it, therefore, as it attempts to maintain the integrity of its own, diminished level.  It is inevitable.  In fact, it could truthfully be said that any aspect of life not conformed to Enlightenment is inauthentic, that is to say, not aligned to the greatest possible level of reality.  Any level prejudicially attached (i.e., addicted) to its own level, necessarily abuses and denies the value of those above it, one way or another.  Indeed, it might well launch an assault upon them, accusing them of the worst heresies, if not the more subtle abuses of indifference and neglect.  However, the verity of higher levels is not rendered inauthentic, thereby.


In psychology, a distinction is made between “competence” and “performance” (Chomsky, 1975).  An individual who performs some behavior is thought to have at least as much competence as is required for that performance.  However, that individual is also thought to have some measure of competence more than that amount also, if for no other reason than the all the intricate associations of the mind, not to mention such things as laziness or ulterior motives, that operate to interfere with and diminish performance.  It is no different among individuals who happen to be spiritual masters (although, obviously, their mastery of the dynamics of being human typically cause them to operate at significantly higher levels than might be suggested by “laziness”).  Indeed, it is frequently the case that a spiritual master will espouse a teaching at a lower level than their competence, precisely because it is the purpose of that particular spiritual master to reach an audience who would, otherwise, be unable to appreciate the sophistication of the spiritual realization.  (A case in point would be Jesus of Nazareth, who frequently couched his teaching in the common language of his people (i.e., parables) and tended to characterize one’s relationship to God as if that of a child.)


On the other hand, some spiritual realizers make the reverse attempt, indicating, at times, a greater realization than might otherwise be evident in their teaching overall.  Such realizers might be fairly characterized as something like “over-achievers,” in the sense that their greatest moments of realization receive expression in their teaching, as well as that level of realization more commonly the case for them.  It is in this sense that the various teachings in the religious traditions tend to “bleed” over into one another.  Indeed, the various teachings of a single realizer might be inexact, and indicative of different stages of life.  There is no clear-cut demarcations among them, to indicate precisely what stage of life the realizer had actually attained, or even to what stage of life their revelation belongs.  Consequently, fourth, fifth, sixth, and seventh stage revelations have many things in common, coalescing around certain themes.  Nonetheless, they all culminate in the seventh stage of life and are given their highest expression there.  Up until that point, each of the lower stages, at best, merely approximates the purity and profundity of the seventh stage point of view.


However, even at that, the seventh stage point of view has been incomplete historically.  Consequently, Avatar Adi Da’s insights concerning the seventh stage reconcile certain contradictions stemming from these inadequate formulations.  That the previous spiritual traditions exemplifying Enlightenment have been incomplete is easy to see:


It could even be said that both Buddhism and Advaita Vedanta develop their Ways based on one of the two basic options of ultimate consideration.  In the simplest sense, two principles coincide in every moment of human existence:  the self and the not-self (or the world of objects).  The Way of Advaitic idealism is based on the consideration of the Source, Identity, Nature, or Condition of the manifest self, prior to the apparent emanation of the conditional body-mind-self and the world.  The Way of Buddhism takes the alternate route.  It is disposed to consider and transcend the whole process of conditions, differences, or the total cause and effect world (which includes the body-mind-self as only one of its conditional features).  If we embrace the Great Tradition as a whole, then the Vedic Advaitism and the tradition of Buddhism can be understood simply to be the two principal traditional limbs of the sixth and seventh stages of life.  There is no possible conflict between them once they are rightly understood in this manner.  (Adi Da, 1982, p. 71)


As can be seen, although both Hinduism and Buddhism contain the primary representatives of the seventh (and sixth) stage traditions, their revelations are yet incomplete—revolving around either idealist or realist orientations, respectively.  This polarity has resulted in a subtle, yet pervasive, tension that has maintained a sense of separation between them.


The philosophies of Western orientations to reality, likewise, show the effects of this same dichotomy.  The ideas emerging in the classical era of Western philosophy  (circa 350 B.C.E.) contained themes that had been developing since antiquity.  Indeed, the language of logic, so carefully articulated in the early Greek enterprise, had its origins in the language of magic comprising the traditions of animism before it.  In fact, these “languages” developed one from the other, as a progression of intellectual sophistication and acumen.  Nonetheless, even in the early representations put forth by magical accounts of reality, a profound realization can be observed.  Although many different belief systems can be determined “animistic” (Eliade, 1964), the fundamental premise characterizing them rests upon a simple premise underlying their basic understanding of reality:  E  =  mc².


For the ancient humans, this equation was utterly obvious and eminently credible.  Indeed, there was no doubt in their minds about it whatsoever.  Of course, it would not be for many millennia that an individual would arrive to offer this particularly sophisticated mathematical formulation, still, for people the world over, its basic premise was undeniable:  Energy, or invisible life—that is to say, spirit—is the single, transmutable reality behind all and every part of visible nature.  Indeed, this invisible realm is the more real and genuine reality, and certainly the most significant one—notions existing far in advance of Plato.  Its transcendent reality was worshipped and embraced without the slightest hesitation.  Indeed, intricate rituals were established by which it might be contacted and positively influenced.  In fact, entire systems of spiritual politics emerged by which the most auspicious relations with this realm might be ensured.


Likewise, the people of the early, Eastern countries also held this view as sacred.  In the earliest expressions of religious sentiment, all of these primitive cultures conceived of the invisible spirit-energy in terms of the plurality by which physical nature most obviously presented itself to them.  As a consequence, everything and everyone was conceived to be animated (if not manipulated) by unseen forces inhabiting them from within, taking the form of individual particular spirits.  All of nature, and every human being, was understood as set upon and pervaded by—or else emanated from—an ultimate (i.e., transcendental) and invisible (i.e., spiritual) reality.  For the ancient people of the early agrarian civilizations (and even more primitive cultures before them), such sentiments were taken very seriously.  Indeed, they were something that they dared not trifle with.


In the course of Hindu development, later Vedic concepts were derived from these original traditions of animism.  They are founded, therefore, on the basic idea of Divine Emanation, in which all manifest conditions are inherently identical to—and, therefore, not separate from—the Divine and Transcendental Reality.  In Advaita Vedanta, this idea of the manifest world emanating from that which is unmanifest took form, suggesting that no real difference exists between the two and that any perception that would indicate otherwise is merely an illusion (Shankara, 1979).  This view is the ultimate expression of spiritual idealism.


On the other hand, however, materialistic realism also offered itself to ancient people as an alternative account for the inherent nature of reality.  In this view, no presumption exists that invisible, or otherwise spiritual, forces are acting behind and independently of matter.  Consequently, it does not presume the world and the self to be arising dependent upon the process of divine and spiritual emanation, which is to say, existing in a condition of utter identity with divine and transcendental Being.  Rather, the ultimate basis of reality, represented by any number of intricate formulations of physics and philosophy, can be summed up in the following simple phrase:  What you see is what you get.  In other words, the limit of existence is really just coincident with the register of the physical senses.  According to this view, nothing beyond the awareness of the physical senses exists.  Physical matter is just simply all there is.


However, even within this tradition, the absence of a living divinity was not required.  Indeed, for the pre-Socratic philosophers, the ultimate nature of existence was divine matter.  To them, divinity was nothing other than irreducible matter, itself the very stuff of creation, out of which the universe, and all of nature, took its shape and form.  The gods of the pre-Socratic philosophers no longer simply ruled over the matter of nature—they were matter.  In a manner of speaking, for these early Greeks monotheism was monism.  As a result, an inconsequential layer of spiritual hierarchy was dispensed with, according to their view of things.  In a sense, therefore, they simplified things, by cutting out the “middle-man,” settling instead for the “things” themselves.


These two traditions, spiritual idealism and materialistic realism, have challenged one another in Western philosophy for millennia.  Indeed, even from the beginning, their relative appeal—and humanities consequent ambivalence—can be put like this:


Very generally speaking, both the evolution and the legacy of the Greek mind can be said to have resulted from the complex interaction of these two sets of assumptions and impulses.  While the first set was especially visible in the Platonic synthesis, the second set gradually evolved out of the bold, many-sided intellectual development that dialectically impelled that synthesis—namely, the Presocratic philosophical tradition of naturalistic empiricism from Thales, of rationalism from Parmenides, of mechanistic materialism from Democritus, and of skepticism, individualism, and secular humanism from the Sophists.  Both of these sets of tendencies in Hellenic thought had deep nonphilosophical roots in the Greek religious and literary traditions, from Homer and the mysteries of Sophocles and Euripedes, with each set drawing on different aspects of those traditions…


The constant interplay of these two partly complementary and partly antithetical sets of principles established a profound inner tension within the Greek inheritance, which provided the Western mind with the intellectual basis, at once unstable and highly creative, for what was to become an extremely dynamic evolution lasting over two and a half millennia…An often problematic yet immensely productive polarization thereby emerged in the Western mind’s understanding of reality, a division of allegiance between two radically different kinds of world view… .  (Tarnas, 1991, p. 71)


Buddhism, likewise, has produced a tradition emphasizing materialistic realism, even from its inception.  However, this orientation conceives of material existence not as an end or outcome in itself but, rather, as a problem to be overcome or transcended.  Consequently, it is not materialism, per se, that is valued by Buddhism.  Instead, the goal is that realization which can be attained when materialism is overcome.  In the language of Gautama, the conditions of manifest existence do not arise by emanation from a Divine Source.  Rather, all conditions are caused by previous conditions in an endless causal chain of events.  Therefore, the original Buddhist way is not to meditate on God or divinity, but to examine and awaken insight into the conditional states themselves, until there is an Awakening that transcends all conditional existence.


However, to one degree or another, the later schools of Buddhism (the Mahayana and Vajrayana traditions) redefined the original conceptions of Gautama, until they less and less reflected this materialistic realism exclusively.  Indeed, the later schools began to emulate the spiritual and metaphysical idealism of their Hindu counterparts (especially as it is represented by Advaita Vedanta), until they eventually created their own version of the idea of Divine Emanation (Nagarjuna, 1931).  Nonetheless, the original Buddhist tradition represents an alternative to the spiritual idealism of Hinduism as a basis for Enlightenment.  Although both traditions have proven to be effective in accomplishing this realization and awakening, each opposes the other, even so.  But none of this is necessary.  They are simply two sides of the same coin, whose value is in being the coin, not one side set against the other.


It is in this realization that Avatar Adi Da’s own culminating revelation is most clearly expressed:


Therefore, both materialistic realism and spiritual idealism have anciently provided the basis for the same ultimate Realization of the Transcendental Reality or Condition.  The spiritual or animistic view has produced pluralistic or magical animism, polytheism, and both exoteric and esoteric monotheism.  It has also provided the conceptual basis for all conventional religious and spiritual language, as well as the experiential basis for the traditional cultures of the first five stages of life.  Even the sixth and seventh stages of life can be described in terms of the basic spiritual concepts of Divine or Spiritual Emanation.  (And such has been done, particularly in the schools of Advaita Vedanta.)  My own Teaching makes use of such language in the service of those who are culturally adapted to the religious ideas of spiritual idealism.  But I have from the beginning also considered and described the Way in more radical terms, and the Buddhist tradition as a whole is, therefore, also a precedent for my own Teaching Work, since it placed the sixth and seventh stages (and even the earlier stages) on a basis that did not necessarily require the presumptions of spiritual idealism, animism, and Divine or Spiritual Emanation (or the presumptions that Nature and the manifest self are necessary, and are thus to be embraced rather than transcended).


The only significant difference between the basic traditions of ultimate Realization according to the Vedic and the Buddhist (or non-Vedic) traditions is in the language of the Way toward Realization.  The Upanishadic schools of Advaita Vedanta are the principal sixth to seventh stage schools of Vedic spiritual idealism.  And the schools of Buddhism are the principal sixth to seventh stage schools of non-Vedic materialistic realism.  But both traditions are oriented toward and originally based upon the same ultimate Transcendentalism.  (1982b, pp. 66, 70)


Further differences between these traditions have also occurred as a result of the context of the particular time and place in which they emerged, even as they have extended their influence across many locales over the centuries.  In other words, until this particular point in time, each spiritual tradition has been necessarily circumscribed by a simple, irrevocable reality:  provincialism.  Only now, in this generation, has the unique circumstances for a world community come to exist.  It is in this generation that the technology for communication and travel has combined with economy and relative affluence to produce the circumstances whereby a World-Teacher, such as Avatar Adi Da, could occur.  Only with this set of circumstances has the opportunity ever presented itself whereby the culminating integration of all spiritual traditions could, at last, finally emerge.


However, not only has Avatar Adi Da presented a spiritual revelation that ultimately subsumes all other spiritual revelations within it, fulfilling them completely, He has also presented a unique spiritual revelation of the specific levels within the seventh stage of life—which has never been done before at all, as the Enlightenment of the seventh stage spiritual masters preceding Him was not sufficient to do so.  Consequently, the seventh stage of life—which had been hitherto simply collapsed into a single stage—can now be seen as comprised of four distinct levels, and clearly explicated by Avatar Adi Da.


Divine Translation is the ultimate or final Demonstration of the four-phase Divinization in the seventh, or fully Enlightened, stage of life.  The other three phases are Divine Transfiguration, Divine Transformation, and Divine Indifference.  In this Event, which Sri Da Avabhasa [Adi Da] also calls “Outshining”, body, mind, and world are no longer noticed, not because the Divine Consciousness has withdrawn or dissociated from manifest phenomena, but because the Ecstatic Recognition of all arising phenomena (by the Divine Self, and As only modification if Itself) has become so intense that the “Bright”, Love-Blissful Radiance of Consciousness now Outshines all such phenomena.  Though this Outshining utterly transcends the mind and is therefore beyond conception, Sat-Guru Da has indicated its Process by analogy:


SRI DA AVABHASA [ADI DA]:  When you place newly made clay crocks in a furnace of great heat to dry and harden the crockery, at first the crocks become red-hot and seem to be surrounded and pervaded by a reddish glow, but they are still defined.  Eventually the fire becomes white-hot, and its radiation becomes so pervasive, so bright, that you can no longer make out the separate figures of the crocks.


This is the significance of Translation…At first, conditions of existence are Transfigured by the inherent Radiance of Being in the Divine Self-Position.  Ultimately, through Self-Abiding and Divinely Recognizing all forms, in effect all forms are Outshined by that Radiance.  This is the Law of life.  Life lived Lawfully is fulfilled in Outshining, or the transcendence of Nature.  In the meantime, Nature is simply Transfigured, and relations are Transfigured, by the Power of the Divine Self-Position.  (1983, p. 242).  (Adidam, 1991, pp. 707-708)


This process begins as the realizer enters firmly into the seventh stage of life.  At that point their body-mind progressively relaxes into, or else is pervaded by, the inherent radiance of the Divine and Transcendental Being.  This Divine radiance naturally and spontaneously expresses itself as the realizer’s active spiritual blessing in all relations.  However, as already mentioned, such divinely inspired blessings should not be confused with similar spiritual developments awakened in advanced yogic meditation in the fifth or sixth stage of life.  Although such yogic processes may sometimes result in similar expressions, they are the results of the spiritual realizer’s still ego-based, and not yet fully liberated, exploitation of the Divine Spirit-Energy, rather than the spontaneously manifested sign of God-Realization.


Indeed, the spiritual transmission contained in such divinely inspired blessings is understood in different ways among the various religious traditions.  Among the yogic traditions, spiritual transmission is usually referred to as “shaktipat,” which literally means descent (pat) of power (shakti).  Shakti is a term first developed primarily in the Hindu Tantric tradition (Cleary, 1998).  It is understood to be the universal life-energy or spirit-current, the underlying substance and conscious force of existence.  Shakti has also been personified within the Hindu religion, taking the form of the Mother Goddess and usually portrayed in union with “Siva,” the transcendental self-identity and consciousness of all beings (Bahadur, 1942).  As the universal spirit-current, shakti can refer to any of the particular and finite energies associated with an individual human being.  Of particular interest to the spiritual traditions is kundalini (i.e., “coiled up”) shakti, also known as the “serpent power,” the ascending force of spiritual life-energy (Eliade, 1969).  Kundalini shakti is traditionally viewed as dormant, lying at the “bodily base,” or lowermost center of the body-mind.  It may be activated spontaneously in the devotee, or by the guru’s initiation, thereafter producing all manner of yogic and mystical experience.


Generally, this experience is perceived by the individual as exquisitely pleasurable, the rising of Bliss within the spinal line of the body-mind.  Even so, however, the individual can also experience excruciating pain and disturbing states that are unfamiliar and terrifying.  When unprepared for the intense, usually sudden, arising of the kundalini shakti, the individual is simply left to undergo its manifestation.  Many cautions attend the practices by which such states might be activated.  The spiritual aspirant is usually admonished to engage in certain preparatory rites, some of which perhaps even taking many years, before attempting to awaken the serpent energy. 


When properly prepared, however, certain states can manifest in the individual, taking the form of “samadhis.”
  In such states, the individual’s attention spontaneously ascends to a heightened awareness wherein conditional existence is perceived as a unity within Divine Consciousness.  These states typically depend on the manipulation of the body-mind, through various meditative and devotional exercises.  They are interpreted from the point of view of the separate self, which can exist on any of several different levels of being.  


More specifically, the kundalini shakti can take one of two forms:


There are actually two distinct (and very different) traditions associated with the cosmically manifested Kundalini Shakti.


The first (and most commonly known) tradition associated with the Kundalini Shakti is founded upon the bodily point of view, and it is associated with the ascent of the natural energies of the physical, etheric, and lower mental (or lesser psychic) dimensions of the human body-mind-self.  This tradition is, originally, associated with the ancient animistic and shamanistic cultures of mankind, and it developed, over time, via such tradition as Taoism, Hatha Yoga, and the lesser modes of Tantrism.  (Adi Da, 1999, p. 37)


This more commonly known tradition of kundalini shakti is associated with self-applied yogic techniques that are intended to raise up the natural energies of the lower, physical aspects of the individual body-mind.  Such energies are locked away in the body base, “coiled” and ready to rise.  The idea is to “activate” or “awaken” these energies, and then assist them in their ascent up the spinal line, toward the centers in the head, until, eventually, the ascending energy is released above the brain and mind and the total crown of the head (Narayanananda, 1970).


However, this approach is based on the egoic-desires of the separate individual, attempting to “locate” God and the Divine Reality through ascent into that domain.  In this search, the separated individual would “go up” to find God.  However, this can only be the case if the seeker does not already find God here.  In Truth, however, there is no legitimacy in ascending to God.  Indeed, there is another approach that is possible, in which the spiritually Divine Reality that exists prior to the kundalini shakti occurs, out of which the kundalini shakti arises.


The second (and senior, although less commonly known) tradition associated with the Kundalini Shakti is the tradition of Kundalini [Hridaya] Shaktipat, which is the process of the descent and circulation of the cosmically manifested Divine Power.  And this tradition is of Divine origin.  That is to say, it is not the product of human psycho-physical efforts to achieve the Divine Condition, or any higher knowledge and psycho-physical powers, but it is a phenomenon that has appeared spontaneously, descended from above, Given by the Divine, directly, and Transmitted via various lineages of Yogic Siddha-Masters… .  (Adi Da, 1999, p. 37)


Here, an important point is being made:  the blessing of certain spiritual masters can be directly imparted to other individuals.  Indeed, according to the revelation of Avatar Adi Da, the blessing of Hridaya Shaktipat can only be imparted by a spiritual master.  Obviously, this has enormous implications for ordinary human beings.  


Although the modern mind has tended to strip the spiritual realm of much of its substance and verity, the transmission of such spiritual masters is as real a phenomenon as any in physics.  Spiritual energy is simply a higher order of phenomenon then physical energy.  Spiritual masters comprise an extraordinary group of individuals, possessed of the ability to transmit this energy.  The prevailing understanding tends to conceive of the energies of the natural world as being channeled and directed through inanimate objects, like orbiting satellites and electric generators and automobile engines, or other such devices.  Indeed, knobs and switches abound in every household, so that even very ordinary individuals can manipulate the invisible power transmitted through their conduits.  What makes spiritual energy so extraordinary, however, is that it can be transmitted through living objects, such as human beings.  Of course, in order for this kind of transmission to occur, these individuals must become adept at handling such powers.  It is a higher order of processes than those that merely involve the mechanics of insentient and inanimate objects.


Such occasions of spiritual transmission are the staple of spiritual masters, working for the ultimate awakening and Enlightenment of their devotees.   Throughout the history of the various religious traditions, such occasions of spiritual transmission have been used to impart to devotees the unseen, ecstatic dimension of spiritual reality.  By doing so, spiritual masters are able to awaken in their devotees both an awareness of, and an appreciation for, that spiritual reality.  Indeed, Avatar Adi Da, in His own process of Awakening, has been served in precisely this manner by certain accomplished spiritual masters—as has other spiritual masters before Him.


In the domain of popular religion, this Kundalini Shaktipat tradition is represented, for example, in the legend of the Spiritual Baptism of Jesus of Nazareth by John the Baptist (in which case, the “Holy Spirit” is said to have descended upon the head of Jesus “like a dove”, or, in other words, from above, and from and As God).  In the modern era, this Kundalini Shaktipat tradition has been represented, for example, by Ramakrishna, in His spontaneous Transmission of Spiritual Power to Swami Vivekananda, and by Swami Nityananda, in His Transmission of Spiritual Power to Swami Muktananda.  In the same manner, I, in My present-time bodily (human) Form, Received Kundalini Shaktipat (or the Transmission of cosmically manifested Divine Spirit-Power) from several individuals, including Swami Nityananda, Rang Avadhoot, Swami Muktananda, and Rudi (also known as Swami Rudrananda).* And, in My (present-time) case, the Divine Spirit-Transmission was, at last, also Given most directly, in Person, and in Its Utter Fullness, by the Divine Goddess, Shakti Herself… .  


The most commonly known version of Kundalini shakti indicates that it rises from the bodily-base of the individual.  Yet, how it got there is generally uninspected within this tradition.  It simply lays there, ready, waiting for its moment of release.  However, in truth, the kundalini shakti actually arrives there, only after having descended to this place first.  The kundalini shakti is a later phenomenon, accompanying an already existing process.  Consequently, the kundalini shakti is dependent upon this prior process of Hridaya-Shaktipat to occur.


In this senior process, the kundalini shakti participates in a total involvement of both the frontal and spinal lines of the individual.  The descending and circulating spirit-current moves in the total circuit of the body-mind.  This spirit-current enters the frontal line, where the initial work of opening and purifying the various levels of physical, etheric, emotional, and mental being must occur first, before the more advanced and higher levels of consciousness can awaken, associated with the spinal line.  Consequently, once the frontal line is purified (or at least surrendered and opened), allowing the descent of the kundalini shakti, the shakti will turn about at the bodily base and continue on in its upward course.  


Conventional yogic practices of kundalini shakti are intended to stimulate movements of attention in the body-mind.  In other words, their intent is to stimulate the body-mind and, thereby, reinforce the processes operating within it.  Hridaya-Shaktipat, on the other hand, is inherently disposed to dissolve and undermine such attention and to replace it, by abiding in the Perfectly Subjective Heart Itself, the Very Domain of the Divine Being.  In other words, the entire range of descending and ascending kundalini shakti are all arising in the one and same reality, the Living Divine, with each taking their turn.  When this reality becomes manifest in the individual, the process of Divine Transfiguration then becomes their ongoing experience.


When the body-mind becomes full in this process of Divine Transfiguration, then the yet functioning deeper (or psychic and subtler mental) dimensions of the being become infused with the unqualified “Brightness” of Divine Being.  Consequently, Divine Transformation, the second level of the seventh stage of life, spontaneously manifests itself in extraordinary psycho-physical signs—such as the capability for remarkable healings, physical longevity, unusual acts of genius, or expressions of true Wisdom and selfless Love.  Such remarkable abilities have traditionally been referred to as “siddhis,” which means “powers” or “accomplishments”.  Likewise, in a more colloquial manner, the outcome of acts based on such abilities have traditionally been referred to as “miracles.”  However, to the accomplished spiritual master, such powers are accepted as something ordinary and uneventful.  In fact, many spiritual masters shun their use, precisely because of the fascination that they hold for others.


Again, such spontaneous (and inherently egoless) revelations of Divinity associated with the seventh stage of life should not be confused with the merely developmental (and, therefore, ego-based) spiritual processes awakened in advanced, fifth or sixth stage, Yogic practices.  Although these practices may yield apparently similar results, they are yet conditional in nature.  Consequently, they ultimately reinforce these yet lower stages of life—however extraordinary from the point of view of the usual individual, still struggling with the first three stages of life.


The third phase of the four phase process is Divine Indifference.  In this phase, the display of psycho-physical signs that accompany Divine Transformation come to a rest.  All attention, and all the activities of the body-mind, cease, resting in the “Brightness” of the Divine Being.  While in this Enlightened state, the realizer Freely Radiates universal Heart-Blessing, but remains spontaneously Free of even Enlightened concern for or interest in conditional objects, relations, and states.
  Even so, such Divine Indifference should not be confused with the ascetical, or life-negative, disposition that motivates much of the traditional approaches to spiritual practice.  Indeed, such dispositions represent a strategic dissociation from the relations of the individual, which has nothing whatsoever to do with the Indifference characterizing this phase of the seventh stage.


Nonetheless, asceticism has found many advocates among those looking to advise others relative to the most auspicious manner in which to live out their lives.  In fact, there seems to be no end to frequent appearance, despite its inherent lack of appeal.  On strictly pragmatic grounds, psychologists and philosophers have often recommended against the indulgences of desire.  At the most elemental level, the criticism against the satisfaction of desire takes this form:  it simply costs too much.  In other words, it just simply is not a good bargain.  All the time and effort that goes into it isn’t warranted in terms of its value.  Indeed, it might even entice you into questionable judgments while in the pursuit of it, that might indirectly produce actions that operate to your detriment, such as lying, stealing, or cheating.


In a slightly different vein, meanwhile, the criticism also takes into account even more subtle aspects of seeking after desire.  In this instance, the criticism indicates not so much what is present, but, rather, what is absent.  That is to say, other pursuits are denied as a result of one’s seeking after desire, which are of even greater value than that which is received.  Consequently, not only is the individual wasting their time seeking after the satisfaction of their desires—even if they should attain them—an even greater evil is being committed, in that a greater good is being denied as a result.


On strictly religious grounds, spiritual aspirants have been advised to avoid the ravages of desire precisely for this latter contingency, although, of course, the greater good that is being denied is typically seen in spiritual terms.  In other words, it is not just another worldly good (albeit greater than the simple desire) being denied, but one’s other-worldly life in relationship to God and the Divine.  Even Buddhist precepts, which do not otherwise recognize any need to acknowledge the presence of a spiritual deity, give great credence to the other-worldly nature of one’s life, at least in terms of reincarnation and karma (Sambhava, 1994).  Put another way, this point of view suggests that in accepting pleasure one is really only receiving pain, for it binds you to seeking, which only brings you back into this world at another time, after you’ve left it.  Consequently, seeking only leads to suffering, since suffering is the principle characteristic of this world—even while one is enjoying their pleasure.  In other worlds, it’s a kind of “one rotten apple ruins the whole barrel” way of looking at things, in that the very presence of suffering at all is really more than one can bear—at least if one is at all sensitive to their situation.  It’s like driving along a beautiful country road, only to suddenly smell a skunk.  Even a little suffering permeates and disturbs everything.


Of course, for the Hindus, even more is at stake, for the greatest rapture and joy takes place precisely in the higher states of consciousness that are considered Divine.  To be brought into the world is a problem, not only because of the suffering that is contained here, but, more to the point, because of the ecstasy that is not contained here.  In other words, to enter into the highest levels of one’s being, and enjoy the bliss that takes place there, is considered the highest ideal (Chatterji, 1992).  Anything that would get in the way, or otherwise circumscribe one’s ability to participate in this ideal, is necessarily a great evil.


For all these reasons, therefore, asceticism has often been recommended to individuals wishing to avoid the detriments of evil.  Indeed, the practices of austerity have abounded, even since ancient times, as the most direct and effective means to countermand the vicissitudes of evil.  However, a certain kind of morbidity frequently attends them, nonetheless, making them all that much more difficult to do.


…Fasting, the virgin priestess, and the mutilation of the body are common features of ancient religions.  In monastic Christianity the austere ideals of celibacy, obedience, and poverty have been both practiced and admired.  Even today there are many who observe Lent and those for whom fasting and penance are seldom out of season.  The most accomplished ascetics have been the wanderers (sunnyasins) of ancient India and the anchorites of fourth-century Egypt.  One sannyasin held his arms above his head with fists clenched until the muscles in his arms atrophied and the nails grew through his palms.  It is said that the anchorite St. Simeon Stylites tied a rope tightly around himself until it ate into his body and his flesh became infested with worms.  As the worms fell from his body he replaced them in his putrefied flesh, saying, “Eat what God has given you.”  (Wellman, 1967, p. 171)


Obviously, this does not paint a very rosy picture of asceticism.  Indeed, for some, it might be hard to envision just what the advantage might be in doing it.  Of course, to the sannyasin, it is all perfectly obvious:  the spiritual dimension of being is not a myth, but a reality, and participating in it is obscured by desire.  Consequently, the more indifferent one is to desire, the more available they are to the bliss of spiritual reality.


In other words, clearly, the auspiciousness is not taking place in this life—at least, certainly, not in the sense of the bodily aspect of this life.  It is a auspiciousness of an altogether different order, taking place in the higher dimensions of being, which renders the body superfluous.  However, obviously, one must have an altogether extraordinary relationship with these higher dimensions of being in order to make the experience of such austerities bearable.  To submit one’s flesh to be eaten by worms, while walking around and handling the various details of your life, is no easy matter!  Indeed, for many, to not get enough sleep the night before, or else be spoken to harshly by an employer (not to say one’s intimate), can ruin their whole day.  Most people are a long way away from being able to perform such practices, it must be said.


Many people have commented that asceticism represents a curious approach to the performance of good over evil.  Unless it is claimed that austerities are intrinsically good (which is a position that probably appeals only to those with masochistic tendencies), they can hardly be recommended as an end in themselves.  Rather, their only value is as a means to an end—which is to say, a therapeutic intervention.  The real question, then, is whether or not they are effective in this regard.  Consequently, the question becomes, not one in which their inherent value is considered (which, for most people, is probably nil), but whether that which results from them has value, and, if so, then, do such practices reliably produce the “desired” results.


Clearly, to take the practices of austerity seriously, one must take spiritual reality seriously, for it is only here that the results occur.  If one has any doubt or question about the verity of such realities, and ascribes, instead, to the prospect that “what you see is what you get” (i.e., scientific materialism), then asceticism will make no sense at all.  On the other hand, however, for one who does not have any problem ascribing to the presence of spiritual reality, there is only one question to be answered:  So, does it work?  And, the answer that has come back has been equally decisive:  It all depends.


Indeed, reports on the effectiveness of asceticism have been mixed, at best.  Some have turned themselves over to the austerities of asceticism, only to be extremely disappointed in the results of the treatment plan.  Indeed, some feel cheated, if not outright abused, by the process afterwards.  Others, however, have gone on to become famous saints and sages, their eyes and faces radiant with happiness and vitality—despite the rigors of their practices.  Indeed, these individuals, who have engaged in and recommend austerities, represent some of the highest in the roll call of the entire spiritual tradition:  St. Ambrose, Gregory of Nyssa, Pantanjali, Plotinus, St. Seraphim, Nagarjuna, Teresa of Avila, Shriman Tapasviji, Upasani Baba, Anandamaya Mai, St. John of the Cross—the list goes on and on.  Each of these individuals has professed the highest love of the Divine, and the greatest submission to the ordeal by which their lives on earth could be relieved of their impediment to the Divine.  In a word, they have all reached the same conclusion:  austerity is a small price to pay—given That what it purchases.


Of course, the essential ingredient of asceticism is that it is not done for gain (i.e., out of desire).  Clearly, that would defeat its purpose.  Such gestures must be given freely, or else they are not given and, therefore, yield no results.  Having strings attached only nullifies the gesture.  It is something of a paradox, therefore.  Nonetheless, a very real spiritual “physics” attenuates the process of asceticism, the purpose of which to purify the individual.  In Western societies, the dreadful disease to be cleansed is known as “sin” (or else “insanity”), whereas in Eastern societies it is known as “karma.”  Despite very real differences between them, still, they pretty much amount to the same thing (Griffiths, 1973).  Each binds the participant to this world of suffering, and prohibits their ecstatic union with Divine Reality.  In fact, more to the point, they are each the direct result of one’s own activity.


However, what is often overlooked in regards to sin (but not in regards to insanity) is that the individual imposes this condition upon the world.  Although sin is frequently thought to result from an act of “free will,” such that, now, suffering and distress is the individual’s on-going experience, nonetheless, it is just as typically associated with some dynamic in the nature of existence that is its cause—whether in terms of eliciting it (i.e., “disease” model of psychology) or else even tempting it (i.e., “devil” model of religion).  In either case, the source of sin and suffering is seen to be outside the individual, imposing itself on them, which is opposite from that which is actually the case.  Rather, the individual manufactures their own suffering, through acts of their own doing, and imposes onto (or else into) reality the presence of sin—which only comes back to haunt them later, giving the impression of originating elsewhere.


In psychiatry, Freud (1912) originally developed the notion of “transference.”  On such occasions, the individual engages their with therapist the kinds of interpersonal relations that they would otherwise only demonstrate in personal circumstance with their intimates.  In effect, they relate to their therapist as if they were their intimates, sharing a private and personal moment together (which, unfortunately, may be decidedly inopportune for the therapist).  Often, the intimacy which the individual offers the therapist in this situation was developed out of their own intimacies with their parents, long ago.  Yet, even then, the transference phenomenon was already happening, as the so-called Oedipal complex is itself an instance of transference, imposed on the adult parents by the individual as a young child.  Even when the parents are just living out their lives and loving the young child, grave injustices are perceived and attributed to them, based on a point of view already in place.


However, the Oedipal complex (and, indeed, subsequent therapeutic interactions) is just one example of the phenomenon.  In fact, everything that one does in life is subject to transference.  Everyone superimposes upon the world a state that originates in themselves, not in the world.  Consequently, such transference situations become formalized into the commonly accepted mores of culture and society, even to the point of representing the deepest and most revered tenets of religion.


…You could say, then, that the classical Buddhist interpretation of conditional reality or the conditional universe is a form of transference:  “Life is suffering.  Existence is suffering.”  How did existence get to be suffering?  How did manifest existence—the whole universe—get to be suffering?  As if the Buddhist had actually examined everything and come to this conclusion!  Even if such a Buddhist has examined a great deal, he or she is always looking at all that through the color of his or her own disease, and transferring that disease to the world.  And he or she starts operating on the world itself, or the apparently objective phenomena of the body-mind, struggling to eliminate the phenomena of the world as if they were themselves some sort of evil.


The notion of sin in the Judeo-Christian tradition is a similar example of transference, whereby human unhappiness becomes associated with the idea of an objective historical cause:  It is Adam and Eve, and what they did in the Garden with God!  Or by birth, because of your character, because of the great universal Fall, you are objectively caused to be a sinner.  Therefore, you must be objectively caused to get to Heaven, or to be happy, or to be Spiritually alive.  Therefore, God Incarnate must come down and get murdered and go through a ritual that, objectively, makes it unnecessary for you to be guilty, whereas previously you were necessarily guilty.
  (Adi Da, 1991c, p. 25)


Such, therefore, is the birth of evil—as it is presumed to exist outside the individual, at any rate, and in the contingencies of the world.  In such a way of perceiving reality, it is typically thought that one’s interactions with evil (i.e., the contingencies of the world) are that which produces sin (and, therefore, insanity).  Consequently, austerities are called in to correct the situation.


However, as is the case for all such interventions, these austerities are not really the point of the intervention, for they do not truly address the dynamics at the heart of suffering.  Indeed, for precisely this reason, asceticism can be contrasted with the spiritual practice that more correctly indicates the dynamics underlying Divine Indifference:  renunciation.  Although the two are often mistaken for one another, there is a marked difference between them.  Whereas the focus in asceticism is in overcoming suffering, the focus in renunciation is in not becoming that suffering in the first place.  The two approach the issue of suffering from opposite vantage points.  In a word, the essence of renunciation is attraction, not reaction.  


The awakenings in the individual that take place as they enter the higher stages of life sensitize them to the essential and pristine condition of spirituality:  Love-Bliss.  Nothing is more attractive than the ecstasy of this spiritual condition.  It is this ecstasy that affords the individual any real value.  As a result, nothing is more attractive than the spiritual reality of the seventh stage of life.  The enlivening process taking place here is not limited to transcendent phenomenon, merely enticing the spiritual aspirant into ever more sophisticated arenas of mind—but not Divine Love-Bliss.  Rather, the spiritual aspirant is literally absorbed out of their suffering of separation into that Divine State.  Perhaps better said than indifferent to the world, the individual is actually preoccupied by the Divine.  In fact, the individual is so utterly absorbed in the rapture of this Love-Bliss that nothing else can even be noticed.


For this very reason, Divine Indifference is a spontaneous transition to the culminating phase of God-Realization that is Divine Translation, or, in the words of Avatar Adi Da, the “Outshining.”  In this mode, the Divine Realizer is really more in a state of being “overcome” by God than any possible contrivance, such as is the case with ascetic withdrawal.  Simply put, the spiritual realizer at this stage of life “simply can’t help themselves.”  Translation in the Very Divine Domain is simply so overwhelming exquisite, not to say already inherent as one’s own depth of Being, that attention is, itself, abandoned.  The realizer literally has not choice in the matter, for there are no longer any distinctions in awareness which one might choose between.  At this point, the individual is not an individual, but the One and Only Living Divine.


It should further be mentioned that the seventh stage of life has enormous implications relative to the realizer’s epistemology.  In other words, the way in which the realizer is aware of reality also undergoes a transformation.  In the sixth stage of life, the realizer’s awareness is characterized by the “witness consciousness.”  In the seventh stage of life, however, it is now characterized by what Avatar Adi Da (1991b) has termed “Divine Ignorance.”


In recent years, philosophy and psychology has become attracted to an epistemological position that is known as postmodernism.  Although numerous definitions and theoretical formulations associate with this position, as is often the case with theory, its essential postulate can be characterized as this:  doubt.  The postmodern position states the following:  no matter how clear or accurate or complete the inquiry, one can never know anything for certain (Foucault, 1970; Derrida, 1976).  The reason for this is simple.  No matter what is being experienced, its meaning can only be understood in relation to some particular frame of reference.  Consequently, it is one’s frame of reference that ultimately, and inherently, determines the meanings that are attributed to the experience of reality—and, therefore, to reality itself.


Modern science seems to offer substantiation to these views.  In the Heisenberg Uncertainty Principle (Cassidy, 1991), the observer of objective events is seen to interfere with and, therefore, influence the activity taking place in the event being observed.  Consequently, the subject is as much a part of the event as the object, and the event can never, even in principle, be observed as it actually is.  Further, Gödel’s Theorem states that the statements of truth of any system must be assessed according to some criteria of value existing outside of that system, and applied to it (Nagel & Newman, 1983).  Therefore, an infinite regress is produced in attempting to determine truth values for any system, for an even larger and more encompassing system is required by which this might be done.  In other words, as Einstein states in the his theory of relativity, everything is…well, relative.  Meaning is an utterly derived event, contingent totally upon the merits of other elements existing proximate to it, whether near or far.


However, this position suffers from the following difficulty:  the false presumption that doubt can be eliminated by proof.  In other words, this position has confused knowledge for truth, and has as its preference the former over the latter.  Simply put, truth can not be proven.  Indeed, truth has no relationship to proof whatsoever.  It exists independently of proof.  Proofs just come and go, as the whims of scholarly debate prevail (or else experimental data dictate).  But truth just simply and only is—whatever that might happen to be.  Proof might be an epistemological necessity, but it is not an existential reality.  Put differently, truth is not in the least affected or influenced by whatever anyone is thinking in the moment, regardless of what might happen to be in vogue.  It just simply is the reality that it happens to be.  The “frames of reference” operating within any individual, by which their meanings are “constructed” and “construed,” are of no concern to truth, for its very reality comprises its verity.  In a word, the pragmatism, relativism, and perspectivism of postmodernism are all simply irrelevant.  Truth is its own reality.  Indeed, truth is the only reality.


Knowledge, on the other hand, is precisely that which can be proved—and is often preferred over truth, therefore.  However, it is nothing but a reduced copy of truth, and lacking any real substance or verity.  Knowledge is merely comforting (or else convenient).  Truth, however, is an absolute demand on the part of the individual to participate in reality.  No objective or clandestine distances are allowed to occlude it.  It is the very essence of intimacy—which is to say Love-Bliss.  The real difficulty for postmodernism is the reluctance to actually go beyond the contrived nature of categories (which are, nonetheless, a real insight into the operation of the mind) to the presence of truth—as it is—rather than how it is perceived, or else conceived, to be.  Simply put, postmodernism’s doubt and uncertainty is nothing more than the mind stopping short of truth, and settling for far less, as a result.  The postmodern individual laments that they can not know anything.  The truth is, however, just a little more to the point than this:  They can not know what anything is.


Avatar Adi Da puts it this way:


The Process Of That Revelation By Stages Was Not Developed Only On The Basis Of Insight (or self-Understanding) and Spontaneous self-Transcendence…but It Was Equally Associated With A Developing Response To What Was Being Revealed.  Thus, It Also Involved What I Call…“Divine Ignorance” (or Spontaneous Identification With The Inherent Love-Bliss Of Native or Divine Being, Whenever The psycho-physical Presumption Of knowledge, or “I know what this or that Is”, Was Effortlessly Released).


What Is (Always and Already) Is Revealed Only When the self-Contraction Is Not Effective.  It Is Revealed To Be Self-Radiant (or Inherently Spiritual) and Transcendental (or Self-Existing) Being, God, Truth, or Happiness.  Any and every conditionally Manifested “I” Always Already Inheres In That One, Both At The Level Of Being, or Consciousness Itself, and At The Level Of every Apparent or conditionally Manifested psycho-physical function, process, or state.  Even the body-mind Is Only An Apparent Modification Of The Divine Self-Radiance In Which “I” Am.


When This Realization Was Most Perfectly Re-Awakened In My Own Case, all beings, this world, and all kinds of other worlds Were Revealed In That Same One, Inhering In That Same One, and Appearing As (Apparent) Modifications Of That Same One.  (1997b, p. 133)


Human beings have never known what anything is, even from the very beginning of the species.  And all of this will continue long after any individual passes from the scene.  It is the very nature of truth and reality, which is something quite different from what the usual individual takes it to be, for this Divine Ignorance is not only the basis for the loss of certainty, it is also the basis for love.


The mysterious paradox that arises in Existence can never be known.  But it can be loved. 
  Indeed, the very attempt to know truth prevents love.  Therefore, conversely, to be “void” (as with the Buddhists) of knowledge is to be certain of love.  The postmoderns lament their loss of “certain” knowledge, and dabble in the prosthetics of hopeful epistemologies, which are simply designed to come up with certainty anyway, but, in the end, only cheat their own conclusions of their dire consequences.  In other words, uncertainty is not the end.  Truth requires something different of us than what can be thought.  The uncertainty of postmodern theory is not something to lament but, rather, something to penetrate.  The uncertainty is simply a signpost, a pointer toward something else other than what it is.  Uncertainty was never intended to be taken seriously (certainly not by Enlightened spiritual masters, anyway).  Rather, it has always been intended to function as a guide, or a map—to be followed in the direction of what Is.


Nonetheless, the mind (or ego-“I”) does try to know “things”—precisely so that it can control “things,” for the purpose of most advantageously influencing the events taking place there.  However, this only betrays the mind’s (or the ego-“I”’s) ignorance of the true nature of reality, for the mind (and ego-“I”) already is the event being influenced.  In a word, how pointless!  Whatever the event happens to be is already to your ultimate advantage—since it is you.  At least in terms of Who you really Are.


Illusion of Relatedness


Advaitayana Buddhism (Adi Da, 1982b, 1991a) captures the greatest articulations of the nature of reality to be found in Hinduism and Buddhism, subsuming them in a culminating revelation.  In its fold, the seemingly irreconcilable aspects of these divergent religious traditions are, at last, given a home.  This is Truth:  There is only God—even if spread upon the various levels of illusory being that is mind.  The seeming paradox of one being “only God” and “only mind” is easily resolved:  God is mind (even though It isn’t!)  It’s as simple as that.  God is Reality—but mind is illusion—and that very defining feature of mind is precisely how they can both be, and not be, one and the same.  Simply put, the illusion exists, but it’s not real.  It’s an imitation (and an imposter) of what is real—God.  The two exist as a duality—within nondualism.  One is God, whereas the other is arising in (and as) God.  In truth, they are really just two ways to say the same thing.


But, they are not equal, even so.  Of the two, God is prior and the more primary.  In fact, in the beginning, there is only God.  Indeed, starting even right now.  It is a play and dance of Divinity, taking place in every moment.  The beginning didn’t (doesn’t!) just happen once, only to be forgotten ever after.  It is taking place even right now, and again, and ever again.  It is an inexplicable phenomenon, arising repeatedly without cease within God.


The problem with the earlier accounts taking place in transpersonal psychology, especially Wilber and Washburn (and, indeed, including the religious traditions up through the sixth stage), is twofold:

1. they suggest that God is the goal of development (i.e., a product of ascension and/or evolution), and

2. they inaccurately represent the nondual mechanics by which God manifests into the various levels of being.


Seventh stage adepts,
 however, can all be characterized by a particularly distinctive attribute:  they have all realized God.  Indeed, it is the very essence of the nondual position to actually be God. Consequently, there is no point in seeking Truth or Reality for such adepts, much less lamenting its loss or abatement, either—they already are Truth and Reality (i.e., God).  In other words, it makes no sense to make God a goal, if one already is God.  It’s like being hungry, after eating a hamburger—and then, on that basis, looking for another one.  It’s self-defeating (not to say, contra-indicated)—although, of course, this is precisely the kind of seeking motivating much of humanity at this time.


This is what separates both Wilber and Washburn (and, indeed, even all religious traditions up through the sixth stage) from the seventh stage spiritual master:  they are still trying to get there.  This seeking after God (based on not being there) has immense implications for their theories.  In a word, they don’t know how to get there—precisely because they don’t know how to be there.  Otherwise, they would be there.  In truth, only seventh stage spiritual masters can speak of such things.  In fact, this is the real significance of ineffability—only those who actually have the experience can rightly speak of it.  All else is either speculation and hearsay—indeed, this thesis included.
  Consequently, the words of such spiritual masters must be conspicuously present, if any understanding of their meaning is to occur.  


As a corollary to the above, it could also be said that those who don’t know how to get there, also don’t know how we got here.  Put another way, to the seventh stage adept, understanding how we got here is tantamount to Realizing God.  The reason for this is probably obvious:  if we were to understand how we got here, we’d understand how to get back.  Of course, for Wilber and Washburn (and, indeed, even all religious traditions up through the sixth stage), this is precisely the point in which their understanding goes awry—for the essential component of the mechanics involved in manifestation isn’t present in their theory.  Even so, the essential component of these mechanics is easy to indicate:  it is our own doing.  Whatever else can be said about manifestation and the levels of being, it is something we are doing.  Consequently, the implication present in these mechanics is this:  If we could only understood how we got here (i.e., that we are doing it ourselves), we’d stop doing it!  It’s as simple as that.  The essence of nondual manifestation can be put like this:  God emanating into the universe is something we are doing!  Literally.  We are all this activity going on in the universe.  Consequently, certain implications attend this realization relative to our behavior:  we have the responsibility, and obligation, to tidy up the mess we’ve made—and restore it to its true state—which is God.  


Understanding nondualism means you understand your role in the scheme of things.  Therefore, understanding nondualism means you live according to that understanding.  And this occurs quite naturally.  As Avatar Adi Da often points out, it’s as if you are pinching yourself.  Once you notice it, you simply stop.  It’s just in the nature of understanding things.  Indeed, it could be said that if you haven’t stopped yet, then you haven’t got it yet, either.  Or, put another way, you are the very thing that you are suffering.  Consequently, a particularly important implication follow from this:  being you is no big deal.  In fact, quite the contrary.  Perhaps more to the point, you aren’t who you think you are—and even if you were, what would be the point?  Being who you think you are only sentences you to more suffering (Mukerjee, 1982)—which, unfortunately, is precisely the case for most of humanity at this time.


Even though these matters are curious and quite confusing, the mechanics of nondual manifestation can be said to occur as follows (as summarized from Avatar Adi Da):  


There is only God.  The causal Self comes into being as an utterly spontaneous contraction occurring in the Pure Love-Bliss of Consciousness that is God.  It arises spontaneously, without cause or reason, and tends to persist, or else to be repeated.  It is a disturbance in Consciousness, or a permutation within it.  It is surprising and unexpected, arising without warning in the already Existing Reality of God, or Consciousness Itself.  If Consciousness identifies with this contraction (which defines “itself” over against Itself), It will falsely presume that It is no longer Itself, but, instead, an illusion of Itself.  It will regard Itself to be other than, or separate from, Itself, simply existing as this very activity of painful contraction.  In so doing, It will also tend to resolve the discomfort of this separate state of being through attention and falsely presume that It is, therefore, related to Itself, across the non-existent gulf of this (apparent) separateness.  By this act of contraction, and subsequent identification, God presumes Itself to be a Self, diminishing, thereby, Its own bliss of radiant “Brightness,” scaling Itself in the (apparent) reality of what is nothing except Its own, “lost” Love.


Having, thus (apparently) separated from Consciousness, and creating a divisive wound in its place, thereby, this process of identification with contraction continues and a (false) impression of difference from Consciousness is, likewise, created, based on this sense of separation.  Yet, there is still only prior Reality (which the Self continues to actually Be).  This tension of separation pulls both ways, like a rubber band stretched taut, simultaneously pulled both toward and away, only to continue in this state of tension for as long as it remains.  As a result, the Self can only feel its own, inherent feeling of Love-Bliss when it relaxes this contracted state, releasing the “Illusion of Relatedness” into what is its own, True State of Consciousness—as God, meanwhile (not other than Its own True Self), continues to merely Exist in a Blissful state of Awareness of all that is arising.


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 Radiance (or Native Love-Bliss) of Consciousness Itself.


If any object (or apparent modification) is “Divinely Recognized” By, In, and As Consciousness Itself, there is no binding capability in the object, and it is (Directly) Transcended and (Ultimately) “Outshined” In the “Bright” Love-Bliss That Is Consciousness Itself.


Even so, once objects (or conditions) arise, they tend to persist (or to demand repetition), and Consciousness may, therefore, tend to dwell on them with fascination.


When objective persistence is encountered, Consciousness may tend to appear to be “implicated”.  Thus, desire arises, both for and against the various kinds of past, present, or possible modifications.  And desire tends to weaken (or to replace) the Transcendental Self-Power of “Divine Recognition”.  


All this “arising” is an Illusion, the principal signs of which are the presumption of “relatedness” (and of “difference”), the presumption of a separate self, the positive desire for some things or relations, the negative desire to avoid some other things and relations, the non-Recognition” of all things and relations, the general absence or diminishment of Love-Bliss (or Inherent Happiness), the obsessive search for Love-Bliss (or constant Free Happiness), the inability to strategically escape the double bind (or apparently inherent problem) of conditional existence and conditional motivations (or the inability to strategically escape or transcend the apparently objective worlds), and, thus, the inability to avoid the inevitable result of all of this, which is self-despair and self-death.  (Adi Da, 1989a, pp. 349, 350)


Consequently, two aspects of R/reality come to exist, engaged in an intense paradox of God and Self, respectively—the latter tussling with the former in a struggle over the sovereignty of its assumed identity.  Because Self is God, it takes itself to be God, but this only as a false version of God, reduced and limited to finite being (however immense), rather than Being Itself, and is simply scaled in the image of its lost Reality.  The paradox is this:  Self both is and is not God, trying to be God (which it actually already Is).  This is the fundamental dynamic which defines the state of “narcissism,” so characterizing humanity—pretending to be that which it already is.


This “relation” of prior paradox can be diagrammed as follows (see Figure 13):
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Figure 13:  Prior Paradox


This dynamic tension surrounds a further process arising within its midst.  Based on attention, the (apparent) space thus created between Self and God is filled with the forms of God’s own (apparent) presence, which is to say, all and every “thing” that is arising.  This (imagined) Other arises in the midst of an already existing reality, existing as a “relatedness” between Self and God.  However, this Other really only comes “between” Self and God, by filling the space that is “separating” them.  As a result, the Self is defined in relation to Other and becomes attached to it (even addicted) as a substitute for God, which it has actually forgotten it really already Is.  Without Other, the Self fears that nothing would be left of the universe, and it would go helplessly spinning off, adrift in an unspeakable realm of darkness and horror.  Therefore, it clings tightly to Other, as its only savior—from the creation of Other (an activity which is actually its own doing).


The presumption (or idea) of the separate “I” (or the ego-“I”) does not arise independently, but it always, necessarily, and inherently arises coincident with the presumption (or idea) of the separate “other” (related to the separate “I”).


Therefore, egoity (or the ego-“I”) is not merely or originally an independent entity, category, idea, perception, or experience, but it is the primary consequence of the uninspected feeling of relatedness.  


The ego-“I” is relatedness (or the sign of relationship, rather than of an original entity existing prior to relatedness and relationship), but the ego-“I” (which is self-contraction, and, therefore, self-contracted, or avoiding relationship) is inherently ambivalent toward relatedness itself and every specific kind or context of relationship.


The ego-“I” is, simply, a reaction to the implied “other” (or the presumed and otherwise experienced object or context) of relatedness in any moment, and there is no ego-“I” (or “separate self” idea) without (or except as) a reaction to the implied “other.”  (pp. 343, 344)


Consequently, the two aspects of the paradox originally defined as God and Self are simultaneously delineated further into that of Self and Other, the latter compensating the former for its comprised identity.  Because the Other is God, the Self takes it to be God, but this only as a false version of God, reduced and limited to finite being, rather than Being Itself, scaling itself in the image of its lost Reality.  The paradox is this:  Other is God, but not Self, which only tries to appease God (for not being God, which it actually already Is).


From here, the duality of this overall combined paradox (God/Self and Self/Other) further extends itself, diminishing through all the levels of being.  The entire range of the human individual’s various levels of being are nothing but a diminution of the fundamental Reality that is God, merely laboring against Itself and what is Its own True and Real state.  This diminution takes place within mind, which is not other than the very illusions of S/self, of which it is comprised.  Mind is an alternative to God, lived out in its various levels and dimensions.  To worship mind, as has the modern and postmodern eras (and others, even prior to the onset of logic and philosophy) is misguided, indeed, even a blasphemous effort.  There is a price to be paid for such an error, which is continually lived out in the suffering of every life, for the activity of contraction in the midst of the Living Love-Bliss that is God is painful—and nothing but the loss of the Happiness of True Being.  Further, it is an activity which every individual is presently doing.  Even now.


This “relation” of simultaneous paradox can be diagrammed as follows (see Figure 14):


This “sequence” of simultaneous paradox ultimately traces the agony of humanity’s suffering.  They are self-contained, one within the other, like the hard and brusque case of a nut, with the worm in its seed.  The two unfold in their turn, like steps ever diminishing—one turning away, even in facing itself, while the other, in turning away, turns against itself.  Each is writhing upon the pillars of its own, respective 
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Figure 14:  Simultaneous Paradox

dichotomy.  Indeed, even as the higher Self evolves and conjoins with the deeper Self in reunion at the causal level of being, there is still this fundamental separation characterizing it.  And, further, love is lost in this procedure, until finally there is only humanity, confused and alone, like a pauper among riches that are really its own true wealth, but which it only dimly perceives, if at all.  Humanity walks sorrowfully and timid through life, for it knows that it has squandered everything.  And even worse still, it has made its decisions in life primarily on the basis of this squalor.


In a word, humanity has been fooled, and beleaguered, by its own preoccupation with S/self.  Indeed, it has been beguiled—in this instance at least as much as it has by sex (not to say “apples,” shared innocently enough among the beasts of the “garden.”)  However, the S/self takes place in Consciousness, which is its prior ground and condition of Reality.  It is all just a confusion, really, transposing one dimension of R/reality for another.  It could all be understood differently.  Even now.


The feeling of relatedness spontaneously and constantly communicates itself as the complex feeling of “difference” (or of not-Same and not-One) and separateness (or of dark and deprived independence of being, or aloneness, and craving for an “other”) and limitation (or of small and threatened and inadequate being) and emptiness (or of non-Fullness, un-Happy futility of being, and the craving for any “thing” that fills)…


If the separate “I” and its separate “other” are Relinquished (or “Perfectly” transcended) in any present moment, so that the complex presumption of separate “I” and separate “other”, or the feeling of relatedness itself, is transcended (and is not superimposed on what otherwise arises, or on what is otherwise perceived conditionally), then what arises?  


This Unique and Original Freedom may be likened to the perception of waves from the point of view of the ocean (as compared to the perception of waves from the point of view of any single wave).


There are no separate waters in the seas, but every wave or motion folds in one another on the Deep.  (pp. 330, 345, 346, 347)

God-Realization


The confusion obstructing an understanding of the actual unfolding of ascension and evolution involves mistaken notions about the process known as “transcendence.”  Essentially, there are two views of transcendence, which can be described as follows:

1. vertical transcendence:  in which the individual ascends the ladder of higher levels of being in an ever more sophisticated realization of development, or evolution (or else, equally confused, mistaking the lower levels for more auspicious levels, and seeing descent as ascent); and

2. horizontal transcendence:  in which the individual abandons all pretense of ascent and descent, moving laterally into the direct embrace of their own native Divinity.


Although the former is the generally more accepted version and can, indeed, produce some measure of development (after a fashion), nonetheless, it is a limited approach, offering only a tentative progression into the higher domains of consciousness.  It is this approach that Wilber recommends throughout his spectrum theory.  Although he is at great pains to mention the ultimate “Unity Consciousness” that is the “ground” of all being (or, it could perhaps be said, the very “boards and wiring” of the “house”), nonetheless, his emphasis and orientation all point toward the mere moving from one “floor” of the house (i.e., level of consciousness) to the other.  Although Wilber paints an unflattering picture of Ascenders (not to say Descenders—“proper troglodytes each and all” (1995b, p. 345)), his approach is, nonetheless, clearly in favor of ascension.
  Of course, it should be said that his main point is to reconcile Ascenders and Descenders, rather than prejudicially favor one over the other.  However, even so, the real significance of Wilber’s position can be put this way:  He doesn’t really favor transcendence—at least in its genuine, horizontal sense.  Indeed, he equates transcendence with ascension.


Self-transcendence (or self-transformation)…This is not just a communion, self-adaptation, or association…it is a transformation that results in something novel and emergent—different wholes have come together to form a new and different whole.  There is some sort of creative twist on what has gone before…


…In self-adaptation or communion, one finds oneself to be part of a larger whole; in self-transformation one becomes a new whole, which has its own new forms of agency (relative autonomy) and communion…


Eros, as Socrates (Plato) uses the term, is essentially what we have been calling self-transcendence, the very motor of Ascent or development or evolution:  the finding of ever-higher self-identity with ever-wider embrace of others.  And the opposite of that was regression or dissolution, a move downward to less unity, more fragmentation (what we called the self-dissolution factor, tenet 2d).  (Wilber, 1995b, pp. 42, 335)


For Wilber, the choice is to either ascend—and develop into greater embrace and unity—or else descend—and disintegrate into greater fragmentation and regression.  What he is failing to likewise mention, however, is a third option:  transcend—into direct and immediate Realization of God.  Clearly, Wilber doesn’t really consider this an option.  In a word, it could be said that this is the greatest disparity between his theory and true spiritual revelation:  God isn’t really a part of his theory.  Although his sentiments toward the succor of ascended development and evolution are easy to appreciate, he has become overly impressed by it, to the exclusion of Present Divinity taking place right now.  Like all Ascenders, he is making the error of putting God-Realization off until some future time—whether in “heaven”
 or an “evolutionary development in consciousness” (if not “scientific utopia,” for that matter)—when the pinnacle has been reached, and one is in a better position to “make the leap”—presumably because the distance is shorter by that time.


Wilber puts his conception of Enlightenment and nondualism like this:


1.  The One is the Good to which all things aspire.  The absolute is the Summit and Goal of all evolution, all ascent, all manifestation.  It provides the motive, the action, the “pull” of all things to actualize their own highest potential, whatever that potential might be…The One as the Good is the final omega point of all ascent and all wisdom.  It is the return of the Many to the One.  (Taken in and by itself, this, of course, is the God of the Ascenders.)


2.  The One is the Goodness from which all things flow.  It is the Origin and the Source of all manifestations, at all times, in all places.  There is a timeless creativity or overflow of the One into the Many.  All things, high or low, sacred or profane, yesterday or tomorrow, issue forth from the divine Fountainhead, the Source of all, the Origin of all.  The One as Goodness is the first cause of all causes; it is the alpha point of all worlds; and as such, all worlds express the Goodness, the compassion, the love and superabundance of the Divine.  This creative superabundance of the One (as alpha point) is an uncontainable outflowing that results in the Plentitude and variety and multiplicity of this world, so that this world is itself a “visible God,” expressing compassion and Goodness through and through, and this world is to be fully embraced as such.  It is God as the Many.  (Taken in and by itself, this is the God of the Descenders.)


3.  The Absolute is the Nondual Ground of both the One and the Many.  It is equally and both Good and Goodness, One and Many, Ascent and Descent, Alpha and Omega, Wisdom and Compassion.  Both Ascending and Descending Paths express profound truths—neither of their truths is denied (in fact, both are strongly asserted).  But neither path alone expresses the whole Truth, and neither path alone imbibes fully of Reality.  Reality is not just Summit (omega) and not just Source (alpha), but is Suchness—the timeless and ever-present Ground which is equally and fully present in and as every single being, high or low, ascending or descending, effluxing or refluxing.  (pp. 346-347)


Here, Wilber’s confusion can be seen quite clearly, and the essential difference between his spectrum theory and ultimate spiritual revelation (i.e., the seventh stage of life), for each of these points is mistaken.  In Truth, Reality is neither ascent nor descent—nor the integration of them, either (Mukerjee, 1982).  Reality simply Is, whether ascent or descent occurs, or else even the integration of them.  Indeed, Reality simply Is even if ascent or descent doesn’t occur, much less the integration of them.  Reality simply has nothing whatsoever to do with the illusions taking place within Its midst.  Reality simply Is.  The whole descendance/ascendance/integration mechanics are an alternative to Reality, not somehow Reality Itself.  What Wilber is missing is a fourth option, beyond integration.  Although this fourth option can only be accessed if one is actively participating in the integration of the first two options involving ascenders and descenders, the mistake should not be made, therefore, to confuse this option for integration.


Traditional explanations of spirituality (such as Wilber’s) tend to see this process as an immense hierarchy, with God residing at the top, His intervention into human affairs descends downward, while the individual’s spiritual ordeal is to ascend upward, toward that God pinnacle (Griffiths, 1973).  Even in the realization of God as the ultimate “ground of Being”—if not infinite and eternal “Being”—conventional religion (whether Judeo-Christian or Hindu or Buddhist) has convoluted the real nature of God by positioning this relationship in a vertical arrangement, having God’s Divine Influence and Generative Power pass through the transcendent domain, on its way to that which is immanent.  In this manner, God simply becomes another level in the hierarchy (nevermind lip service to the contrary), while occupying the pinnacle position, at the summit of the apex.


This relationship can be diagrammed as follows (see Figure 15):


Clearly, in this depiction, God is simply “bent over” from the pinnacle and moved “sideways,” but remains at the pinnacle, even so.  However, it is really something of a misdirection ploy to position God in this manner, attempting to suggest the real position of God, while still having God remain as the apex of the hierarchy all the while.  In Truth, however, God is the Inherent Reality of all domains, with no part or particle of
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Figure 15:  Conventional God-Idea

existence not directly arising in the midst of the Living Divine.  There is an imparting of the transcendent domain into the immanent domain, to be sure, but it is utterly subsidiary to that which is imparted from the Divine Domain to them both.


Although Wilber describes the descender position as one in which God is the “Source” and “Origin” of manifest existence, only the former appellate actually applies.  By associating “Source” with “Origin,” Wilber indicates his confusion over God’s true relationship to manifest existence, as is the case with conventional religious ideas about God generally.  God is the Source of manifest existence—not to mention the Substance—but not the “origin.”  Further, God is not that to which manifest existence aspires, either—for manifest existence already is God.  God is neither origin nor goal.  God only Is, and never stops being Is.  Origins and goals exist in counterpoint to one another, apart from one another, as polar opposites of a shared continuum.  Obviously, neither one can be anything but an imposter of that which only Is, entirely and unto Itself, without separation or difference from any part of existence whatsoever.  Only by releasing one’s hold on either of these images of God does the Reality of God become one’s present Condition.


This relationship can be diagrammed as follows (see Figure 16):
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Figure 16:  Real God


It is a subtle move, to be sure—but it is the difference that makes a difference.  Any other approach only builds time into the process (indeed, literally so).  Further, as other approaches actually obstruct transcendence, which is a far more effective means of stimulating growth, their meager successes are not nearly enough to outweigh their limited application.  Humanity has traversed through eons of time and is still struggling to comprehend the True nature of Reality.  But only a direct and immediate interaction with Reality can produce a more sophisticated understanding of its real nature, which can begin as soon as certain mistaken notions of the mind are dispelled.  Prejudicially preferring one trajectory over the other completely misses the point of their joint venture—not to say their Divine alternative—although, typically, this is precisely the case at the present time.  


Although integration is the necessary process of resolving paradox, as it manifests on each level of development, it is not the point of transcendence.  Indeed, the entire question or conflict of ascent over descent is beside the point.  One has to develop horizontally, first, in order to develop vertically later.  And the essential component of horizontal development is the development of Ecstatic Love.  Preferring erotic love to agape love, or the reverse, is nothing but a confusion, engendering a dispute that is nothing more than a tempest in a teapot.  Preferring heaven or hell, either one over the other, is simply silly and an disingenuous diversion from the real issue.  The “O/other” (no matter how “higher”) is still just another illusory state.  Although embracing “O/other” as if “S/self” does represent some level of developmental maturity, still, it is captivated by the dynamics of a descending/ascending dualism, that, in the end, only manages to keep the individual straddling both sides of the fence.


However, if the empathy toward “O/other” goes beyond “O/other,” so far as to embrace Real God, then the truly most auspicious circumstance possible for development occurs.  In this case, the experience is one of Ecstatic Love (Vivekananda, 1979).  When you establish yourself in Real God, the mind (and its causality and karma) simply just churn (and burn) away.  While established in Real God, the mind simply operates according to its own innate principles and naturally implements the procedure of development and evolution that is typically referred to as “transcendence,” the mere moving from one rung of the ladder to the next.  However, ordinarily, this procedure is just an isometric maneuver, where one aspect of the ascendance/descendance paradox operates to the exclusion of the other, forever canceling one another out at cross-purposes.  


On the other hand, when one is established in God and Ecstatic Love-Bliss, the autistic and empathetic spheres relax their dreadful, prejudicial positions (i.e., addictions), allowing the overall operation of development and evolution to occur—which is nothing but a natural order of cyclic return, operating in two ways:  evolution and reincarnation,
 in any case.  At any point in the cycle, whether up or down, the individual still resides, and arises, in God.  Consequently, it is possible for one to exist in direct communion with God at any time, and Realize God, thereby.  This is a description of the true “transcender.”


These relations can be diagrammed as follows (see Figure 17):
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Figure 17:  Illusion of Relatedness


In a word, ascendance or descendance, as well as the integration of the two, is something you do.  Transcendence, however, is something God does—to you.  It is Given to you.  To receive it, you must submit your attention to the area of the horizontal hierarchy, indeed, even prostrating yourself to God, without concern for what occurs in the vertical hierarchy.  It will even itself out over time in any event.  The greatest and most auspicious affiliation with destiny one can hope to acquire can be achieved simply by aligning with God, directly, and having faith that all other efforts and concerns will, likewise, align themselves into the bargain (Sahukar, 1977).  Indeed, it is the nature of evolution that such transformations will naturally occur, if they are only allowed.  Following this procedure simply speeds up an already established process, which will proceed upon its own impetus in any event.


As can be seen, ascendance and transcendence are actually diametrically opposed in their overall purpose.  Although ascendance does attempt to bring the spiritual aspirant to ever higher levels of developmental and evolutionary sophistication, attenuated by ever more exquisite and ecstatic revelations, it does so at the expense of the direct and immediate Realization of God.  In other words, ascendance and transcendence are actually headed in different directions.  In fact, it could be said that duality is actually a dual dualism.  There is more than just a vertical arrangement present in duality, in which the self is at odds with Self (or vice versa); but also a horizontal one, in which the S/self is at odds with God.


One way to ascertain the essential difference between these two fundamental approaches to God-Realization is to determine their underlying relationship to God.  In ascension, the spiritual aspirant aspires toward God, and constantly moves in that “direction.”  On the other hand, in transcendence, the spiritual aspirant is devoted to God, utterly happy to already be in such Company.  Indeed, in transcendence, the spiritual aspirant is so busy with devotion, they really don’t have time to aspire!  (Which is, in a sense, the entire point of all spiritual practice.)  In the usual understanding of transcendence, the individual moves through the hierarchy, either up or down, as the case may be.  However, in a true understanding of transcendence, the individual actually exits from the hierarchy—and into God.  (But not some further delusion in “dread” of death, aggravating their penchant for alienation and despair).  The real significance of the spiritual revelation stating, “Heaven is at hand,” is not temporal, suggesting that spiritual reality is about to occur, at some later time.  Rather, it is spatial, suggesting that spiritual reality is already the case, so close and intimately personal that you can literally reach out and touch it. 


The truly auspicious procedure is to move laterally and horizontally, and to do so by staying utterly in place.  In fact, to move laterally and horizontally is, really, just to move priorly, deeper into the Reality that is already, and always, your Place.


“Consider” this (and Perfectly):  What Is Behind the feeling of relatedness?  What is Perfectly (or Most Priorly) Subjective to the feeling of relatedness?  What Is Always Already Standing, Most Prior, Even In the Very Place of the feeling of relatedness?  “Locate” That (and Perfectly).


Perfectly Feel, “Locate,” and Stand As the Source of the thoughtless, imageless, and silent heart-feeling of relatedness.  Be That Source.  Abide As That, even Divinely Recognizing (As That) whatever arises apparently or conditionally.


By Grace, Perfectly deep inspection (or Inherently Perfect Witnessing) of the feeling of relatedness dissolves (or re-solves) the feeling of relatedness in the Inherent (or Most Prior) Feeling of Being, or the Great Heart-Feeling In Which it is arising.  In that Event, only the Inherent Happiness of Consciousness Itself Stands Free and Still As the Obvious Reality.  Thus, It Becomes Obvious:  There Is Only Consciousness Itself, and Consciousness Itself Is God, Reality, Truth, and Happiness.  Therefore, Realization of Consciousness Itself Is Realization of God, Reality, Truth, and Happiness!  (Adi Da, 1991a, p. 115-116)

Consequently, the entire need hierarchy, as described thus far, can be substantially modified and diagramed as follows (see Figure 18):
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Figure 18:  S/self-Transcendence Need Hierarchy

Most of humanity seems in doubt of their survival at the level of system and are, therefore, desperately enmeshed in the dynamics of their security at the level of society—and are, therefore, mostly in awe of the potential developments of success at the level of self.  Indeed, most of humanity has only the vaguest awareness at all of the integration inherent in self-actualization—not to say, any of the levels beyond these by which they might come in touch with real spirituality.  Nonetheless, the transition to these levels of the hierarchy can be seen to consist of two essential components:  surrender and presence.  In their operation, a complete reversal of orientation occurs, by which the individual surrenders their erstwhile dedication to self-survival, self-security, and self-success—into a greater presence—which is to say, the Presence of the Living Divine, out of which all that exists arises.  In that case, devotion becomes the sole motive and behavior of the individual.  It is an altogether vastly more profound realm of living than that to which the need hierarchy ordinarily pertains.  Indeed, in point of fact, it could be said that only complete submission to the presence of the Divine constitutes real spiritual practice, on any level—whether that of saint, shaman, or sage (or, indeed, even of scholar).  

Chapter IV

Conclusion


Everything changes.  Everything disappears.  Human beings suffer this life of changes, which is obviously mortal.  Thus, everyone acquires a desire to find something that does not change and that does not disappear.  People want to realize the state that will relieve them of the burden of all of this change and disappearance, this mortality and all its troubles.  Such desire is paradoxical, because people also like the things that exist in this moment and that ultimately change and disappear.  So they have two great desires:  One is to find an absolute, changeless, permanent Happiness, and the other is to find pleasure and happiness in all the things that change.


As a result, a curious technique has arisen that combines both of these desires.  It is the technique of trying to find what is absolute, changeless, and perfect Happiness through and in the form of all the things that change and disappear!  This is exactly what people do… .  (Adi Da, 1993, p. 107)


Obviously, this is not a workable arrangement!  Indeed, something a little different than this must occur, if one has any hope of rising above the confusion of their own preferential concerns.  Consequently, the point of this paper is to unify the prevailing theories of developmental psychology—for the express purpose of abandoning them as soon as possible.  Spirituality is beyond psychology, and even beyond conventional religion.  In truth, spirituality is simply 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 can be very simply—and strictly—put:  Enlightenment.


Put differently, the point of understanding the “Apex” Paradox is to position one to understand the Illusion of Relatedness.  However, the point of understanding the Illusion of Relatedness is to be free of this very illusion!  It is not the point of understanding these phenomena that they should remain the case, or otherwise ensure our suffering.  These phenomena are the problem, whether high or low in the overall scheme of things.  In point of fact, psychological health (at least as it is typically conceived) is nothing but a more benign version of the dis-ease—and in that is its value, and its curse.  Although it does represent some measure of improvement (at least relative to lesser states), it still lacks a true relationship to love and happiness.  Indeed, the greatest succor possible for humanity yet eludes it.
  In point of fact, conventional psychology presently has no means whereby it might invoke Enlightenment.  Such is the province of spirituality.  Indeed, despite all its efforts to the contrary, the overwhelming irony of psychology can be put like this:  It commits one to sin—and,  therefore, to insanity (Vitz, 1994).  Or, perhaps better said, the situation could be put conversely:  Enlightenment is the only sanity.


Generally speaking, psychology is deemed a success if its outcome makes the individual more functional (as opposed to being dysfunctional).  However, this is only the case relative to the existing milieu, which might not (indeed, invariably will not) result in an optimal circumstance for the individual.  For example, in the Middle Ages, the prevailing norms of functionality, such that one was considered of optimal health, are no longer considered to be adequate determinants of sanity.  Indeed, in the present age, one might look back on the Middle Ages as a barbaric, if not deranged, society.  All manner of atrocity and outrage were routinely engaged.  Barbers performed surgery and labored over their patients with leeches, while consulting entrails.  Garbage was flung into the streets, to fester and breed pestilence, erupting into a full conflagration with the coming of the Plague.  Torture, filth, and disease were routinely accepted as a way of life, except for the fortunate few, who lived in relative isolation and sought out extravagant entertainments to console themselves, should their gaze ever fall upon this view.


Clearly, within this kind of context, functionality makes a decidedly questionable criteria for sanity (Fromm, 1955).  The real question for psychology is this:  What aspects of the presently acceptable functionality will be deemed deranged by the next epoch?  Indeed, in looking back upon this age, what will the next epoch perceive as insane?  Obviously, to answer this question, one must, in some sense, look upon the present age through the eyes of one who is more mature that that which is the common level of attainment of humanity, generally.  In a very real sense, one must look upon the present from the future, that is to say, the future embodiment of the human race.  In other words, one is committed, therefore, to look through the eyes of those who now represent the future commonly attained development of humanity:  saints, shamans, and sages.
  Needless-to-say, this will require one to engage in kind of vision of which they are not typically accustomed—which, likewise, has enormous implications relative to the way in which they live out their lives.

Of course, engaging in an alternative to the commonly accepted way of life is no simple, or easy, matter.  Indeed, the various spiritual practices that might result in Enlightenment are anything but simple or easy.  In point of fact, they are an enormous ordeal for anyone who is fortuitous enough to engage in them.  However, one must always remember that enormous variety attenuates the many levels of practice—not to say, stages of life.  Perhaps no single axiom better applies to spiritual practice than this:  one size does not fit all.  If variety is the spice of life, then it is surely the very substance of spiritual life, for no greater mysteries and miracles are available than this.  In fact, it is precisely here, in a life of spiritual practice, that things start to get interesting!  However, in order to not get overwhelmed, one must conduct a little research regarding the spiritual practices available to them—not to mention their own state of preparedness to engage in them.


In doing so, certain, quintessential personalities will inevitably be discerned among the various spiritual traditions, engaged in the rigorous demands offered within the transcendent realm.  First among these are the saints, who indicate the first real instance of the kind of integration and self-actualization that produces true spiritual awareness and understanding.  Saints run a large gamut of spiritual reality, however, and they are each typically impressed by two essential realizations:  1) they exist  in an Infinite, Divine Reality, far more vast and immense and exquisite than anything they could possibly comprehend, and 2) they exist in this reality as the “worst” of beings—precisely because their greater understanding allows them to perceive exactly how separate they are from this Infinite Divine Reality.  In other words, the greater realization of self-actualization at this point brings with it certain implications:  Reality is, in Truth, Infinite Love—but the limited and separate individual is not that.


Consequently, the saint is deeply inspired to relate to this infinite domain of love with great humility, devotion, and selfless service.  In a word, the saint simply turns their life over to this greater reality, however they conceive it to be—which is invariably perceived to be one of exquisite love, compassion, and personal involvement.  The Divine is always perceived in the most intimate terms by the saint, as immediate and directly involved with their life—as if the Divine were their own life, literally.  The purpose of one established in this stage of life is invariably one of devotion to the Divine, moment to moment.  It is an intense intimacy with spiritual reality that is utterly real and ecstatic, which changes everything about one’s view of their world.  Everything that appears is seen to be an instance of this great spiritual-presence.  Life is seen in its true luster, as the saint undergoes the transformation from their ordinary perspective to one dominated by Divine Love.


“You must know that the principle and foundation of Sufism and knowledge of God rest on saintship (wilaya),” wrote a Persian Sufi.*  In the Sufi understanding, general sainthood (wilayat amma) is distinguished from the wilaya khassa of the advanced mystics [shamans] who have become annihilated in God.  And in the New Testament the members of the church at Ephesus are exhorted to put aside their childishness and the illusory desires of their old selves in order to grow “in all ways into Christ”—in other words to become humanly mature so that a higher transformation can occur.**

According to the Koran a saint is a “friend of God” in whom there is no fear or sadness.  In the Indian tradition the bhakta or saint is a lover of God or a true “devotee”.  In the words of Ramakrishna, a bhakta par excellence of modern times:  “Do you know how a lover of God feels?  His attitude is:  ‘O God, Thou art the Master, and I am thy servant.  Thou art the Mother, and I am Thy child.’”***  (Lee, 1987, p. 9)


Clearly, the saint is devotionally related to the Divine, even to the point of “spousal” marriage to God, whether man or woman, far beyond any recognition or regard for themself.  The shaman (or mystic yogi), on the other hand, goes even further.  The shaman is utterly immersed in that reality which exists apart from and other than ordinary awareness, that the saint is so positively related to.  They do not merely perceive the divine in all things, they participate in the Divine that is all things.  They cross the threshold of their dreams and visions, entering the realm of the transcendent as an on-going, living reality.  Attention is constantly attracted into the subtle realm, where the individual encounters the dreamlike and visionary regions of mind (Castaneda, 1972; Long, 1992).  Such regions of mind are attenuated by exquisite bliss and ecstasy, known in the Eastern spiritual traditions as samadhi (Chatterji, 1992) or satori (Suzuki, 1970), and the Western Christian tradition as rapture (Seraphim, 1973).  Such experiences mark an enduring change in one’s being.  A realization is now clear that the individual has no eternal existence or significance, certainly not as compared to the greater reality in which they are immersed.  In this state they clearly see the truth of being:  Only the Divine Condition actually exists; all else is illusion, however deeply perceived and believed.  After this realization, it is embodiment in physical reality that is considered to be an “apparition,” such as one might think of “ghosts.”  Consequently, it could be said that no one in this realm actually believes in physical embodiment anymore.


However, there are a great many variations in these spiritual “types.”  Again, one size does not fit all.  Throughout the various spiritual traditions, individuals have manifested as saints and shamans in any number of ways.  Indeed, primitive peoples have the most heralded tradition of shamans, at least as commonly designated by that term.  However, in the present usage, most of the yogis revered in India, as well as many of the mystics in the Christian, Judaic, or Islam traditions, are subsumed by this category, as well.  Obviously, this is a vast arena and many different manifestations have occurred.


To call these personalities “types” is to admit that we are dealing with generalizations or abstractions.  When we describe shamans as specialists in archaic techniques of ecstasy, or as people who ride their imaginations to the worlds of the gods, we are speaking of a general tendency, a pattern that holds by and large.  We believe that the pattern will be more verified than not in the case of a specific American Indian, Eskimo, Japanese, Nepalese, or other sort of shaman, but we are not saying that all the details of the type will fit exactly or be the same…


The same with the prophetic [saintly] or sapiential types.  Although we would argue that almost all prophets stress will and ethical imperatives (in contrast to shamans who stress imagination and ecstatic experiences), we do not mean to cram any given prophet into our typical mold…


Our moving point of view is necessary because although the three strands—nonliterate, Eastern, and Western—of the world religious heritage are dominated by different types, no type is ever completely in charge.  Thus nonliterate peoples show prophetic [saintly] and sapiential figures, in addition to the predominant shaman.  Eastern peoples show shamanic and prophetic figures, in addition to the predominant sage.  Western peoples show shamanic and sapiential figures, in addition to the predominant prophet.  As we move from strand to strand, we have to fill in the nuances that this complicated reality demands… .  (Carmody and Carmody, 1974, p. xv)


Whereas the saint is submitted in devotion to the Divine and the shaman is overcome with ecstasy as the Divine, the sage is the one who is no longer perceiving and interpreting things from the point of view of an individuated body-mind at all, or taken in by images of their own desires and goals.  The essential realization at this point is that there is no body-mind, whether of the ordinary or extraordinary kind.  Only Consciousness exists, perhaps aware of such things, perhaps not—it doesn’t matter to Consciousness either way.  Consciousness only is aware, whether “things” are arising or not.  If “things” arise, than Consciousness is happy to participate in them—why not?  It is a play of life, and infinitely amusing.  The Love-Bliss characterizing this state exists in the awareness, not in the arising.  Consequently, nothing is ever threatened or at risk for the sage.  They can afford to be humorous and amused by all that is arising—none of it means anything.  Only the existence of Consciousness matters, for in this existence is a direct realization of Divine Love.  Everything else pales in comparison.  At this point, the saint and the shaman are as insubstantial as anything else, simply remnants of past, immature stages of development.  It is in the sage that the stages of S/self-actualization are finally completed.


The Spiritual force of Self-realization [S/self-actualization] is far more powerful than the use of all the occult powers.  Inasmuch as there is no ego in the Sage, there are no “others” for Him.  What is the highest benefit that can be conferred on you?  It is Happiness, and Happiness is born of Peace.  Peace can reign only where there is no disturbance, and disturbance is due to thoughts that arise in the mind.  When the mind itself is absent, there will be perfect Peace.  Unless a person has annihilated the mind, he cannot gain Peace and be Happy.  And unless he himself be Happy, he cannot bestow Happiness on “others.”  Since however there are no “others” for the Sage who has no mind, the mere fact of His Self-realization is itself enough to make the “others” Happy.  (Maharshi, 1972, p. 82)


As mentioned earlier, the need hierarchy of self-actualization can be summarized as one in which the individual, initially, is primarily defined by system (i.e., ecology, biology, etc.)  Subsequent to this, their society dominates, offering the more trenchant and enduring influence in their life.  Yet, there is still both system and society at this point (and at every other point in the hierarchy, as well).  However, they take particular precedence at this early, and incipient, stage of development.  Subsequent to this position, in the integration of the two, self then emerges as a truly emergent realization of the individual—while, likewise, maintaining the prior realizations of the systemic and societal influences comprising their greater context.  It is in this sense that the individual, at the stage of self-actualization, is an amalgam of system/society/self.


However, at this point, the self can be any kind of self.  For example, the individual can be boring or humorous, quiet or loud, or else even curt and abrupt, if not tolerant and careful around other’s feelings.  Indeed, any and every kind of attribute can characterize the individual and, consequently, be carried over into the personality of the saint, shaman, or sage who evolves from them.  (Although a considerable smoothing of rough edges takes place in the process, such that saints, shamans, and sages typically demonstrate certain qualities of compassion and equanimity.)  


Likewise, the individual can also engage in certain kinds of employment and be known for it, as a result.  For example, the individual might be a baker, or a banker, or even a thief.  Any and every kind of vocation is available to be selected among (dependent upon the variables of talent and training, of course).  However, such is not the case as the individual enters into S/self-actualization.  In a manner of speaking, there is only one profession available to S/self-actualized people, depending on their level of actualization:  saints, shamans, or sages.  Put differently, a saint is no longer a baker.  Rather, they are a saint, who perhaps bakes bread.  Or else perhaps loans money.  (Although it is highly unlikely that they will ever steal.)  Likewise, shamans engage in mystical encounters with Divinity as their “profession,” actually traversing to the Divine Domain.  Further, the “job” of the sage is simply to rest in their prior realization of Divinity Itself, merely witnessing the events of life as they occur.  Obviously, this is not the usual way of looking at employment, but it perfectly captures the actual state of affairs of these individuals relative to the manner in which they spend their time.  Being a spiritual master is what they do, and, further, what engenders for them their livelihood (indeed, even if the pay is so poor, so to speak, that they embrace poverty and live as beggars
).  All else, both in terms of life and livelihood, follows from that.


In this sense, then, it could be said that the self—grounded in the integrated context of their system/society—enters into the realm of S/self-actualization employing certain kinds of roles:  those of either the saint, shaman, or sage.  Indeed, these levels of being are the most highly significant of which the individual is capable.  Only in recent centuries in the West has the rapture of the transcendent realm been called into question, as the modern mind has collapsed the above need (and, therefore, role) hierarchy into a pancake of material reductionism (as exemplified by Descartes, Darwin, Freud, and Skinner, among many others).  Transpersonalism has attempted to pump it back up, succeeding, however, only in a partial recovery, thus far.  Consequently, transcendentalism is required to come in and finish the job.  Clearly, many extraordinary realms await the spiritual aspirant, where they are assisted in their ordeal by any number of remarkable individuals well beyond that of scholar.


Consequently, the various “professional” roles of the transcendental Self (as compared to their underlying phenomenology) can be diagrammed as follows (see Figure 19):


However, all is not necessarily unproblematic in this progression of development.  Indeed, certain, specific “errors” (or, in a manner of speaking, “occupational hazards”) attend each of these levels, by which the individual can become entrapped in their allure.
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Figure 19:  Transcendental Self

Each of these errors indicates a false view and understanding of God and, indeed, offers itself as the fundamental premise underlying the tenets of the various religions currently holding sway among humanity.  Each of these errors can be very simply stated, and indicate a particular fixation appealing to the individuals at a given stage of life.


In the fourth stage of life, the error is to prolong the first three stages of life, by making the fourth stage an end in itself, rather than a transition to the realization of stages of life beyond it.  This tendency usually takes the form of a fixed idea of God as some kind of ultimate “entity,” existing separately from the individual.  Consequently, based on this idea, the fourth stage of life is made into a never-ending search for God, as well as a never-ending appeal to God for intimacy and salvation.  While based in this idea of separation and “other,” the individual actually clings to the life of the first three stages, as they live in constant fear of the separate deity that they have created.  The individual presumes the separate deity is present only as “Will, Purpose, and Causation, Beyond All Possibility Of Ultimate Communion, Like A Bad Parent, To Be Feared, or Else Thanked and Fooled Into Blessing, Improving, Fulfilling, and Even Immortalizing individual and egoic beings As they now appear… .” (Adi Da, 1991, p. 305)


With the fifth stage error, however, the individual becomes a little more self-assured—if no less desperate.  The individual suffering from this error seeks and clings to subtle phenomenal objects and states, certain that they are Truth or God.  However, this  conditional ascent into the higher mind is also only a transitional state and not one that can be relied upon.  Here, the individual engages in spiritual life much the way a third stage individual indulges in the delights of the physical body.  Indeed, the contemporary rallying cry of the third stage hedonist, “Sex, Drugs, and Rock and Roll,”
 befits the fifth stage shaman perfectly, as they seek out ever more exquisite doses of resplendent light and sound emanating from the depths of the transcendental Self.  Although they are extraordinary adepts of these realms of consciousness, nonetheless, they are just as deluded and beguiled by their samadhi as any addict selling off their possessions for a moment’s salvation, while searching for a vein.  The only real difference between the two is exactly how crass the medium of their search will happen to be.


In the sixth stage, the error reverses that of the fourth stage, precisely because it is a continuation of it.  Rather than seeing God as a separate other, the sixth stage individual sees Self as God—but separate and apart from others.  In other words, the sixth stage error exclusively identifies with the position of consciousness as a separate reality unto itself, apart from the objects of conditional existence (not to mention the Divine Source of existence, as well).  The sixth stage consciousness exists as a detached witness of conditional events, or else that to which conditional events arise.  Again, the individual at this stage responds to the exquisite delight of spiritual reality as if an addict, abandoning all else without hesitation in favor of its bliss.  No matter how free of conditional events the sixth stage individual might be, nonetheless, they are just as desperate to remain free.


Although higher stages of life might seem exhalted from the vantage point of the usual individual—and, indeed, certainly are—nonetheless, from the vantage point of God, they are all pervaded by sin, each and every one.  The critical point being made here, however, is not simply the limited and incomplete nature of each stage of life—although that certainly is the case.  Rather, the critical point is that each error dominates its respective domain of life, and makes religion and philosophy (not to say, psychology) out of the perspectives that attenuate it.  The various, and often defiant, traditions of spirituality are not only aligned to one or another of these errors, but the remaining traditions are either intolerated or expunged thereby.  Consequently, each tradition can be seen within the context of its dominant bias, as a representation of that bias.  In other words, each tradition can actually be identified by its relationship to one or another of these particular points of view.


Avatar Adi Da puts it this way:


There are three manifest dimensions:  gross, subtle, and causal.
  And there are three traditional ways of practice toward release, each involved in manipulation and experiences in one of the three dimensions.  These are the gross path (the way of yogis [shamans]), the subtle path (the way of saints), and the causal path (the way of sages)…


The practitioners of the gross path take their stand in the gross physical condition and seek the Goal [i.e., God] by activity there.  In general, they seek either a religious and magical harmony in the gross condition or else ascent to the subtle…The gross path of ascent involves manipulation of all the faculties below the brows, and seeks entrance to the subtle dimension, which begins at the place between and behind the brows (midbrain).


The subtle path, exemplified by traditions such as shabd yoga (or nada yoga),* bypassing all involvement with gross or lower energy manipulation, including the kundalini, and begins with concentration on the life-current as internal sound and light at the door of the subtle dimension behind the brows (ajna chakra…), thus controlling and absorbing the mind…


The causal path, exemplified by the tradition of jnana yoga, sees no more reason to begin in the subtle dimension than the tradition of shabd or nada yoga sees reason to begin in the gross dimension.  The practitioners of jnana yoga bypass the subtle dimension as well as the gross dimension, and apply themselves to the causal dimension, the dimension of manifest consciousness without subtle or gross appearances… .  (Adi Da, 1977, pp. 141-142, 148)


Each of these dimensions, therefore, has an entire tradition of religious and spiritual thought associated with it—often (if not always) existing in opposition to the other two.  However, they are each involved in a single, over-arching structure, in which each is actually related to the other two.  Further, any given path of spiritual life can be seen in this larger context, in which all three dimensions are related to one another.


These relationships can be tabled as follows (see Table 5):
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Table 5:  Paths of Enlightenment


A number of things can be said about the above schema.  First of all, throughout this thesis, it has been maintained that there is a correlation between the stages of life and the roles of the transcendent Self that can be listed as follows: sixth stage (i.e., causal) sage; fifth stage (i.e., subtle) shaman, and fourth stage (i.e., subtle) saint.  Clearly, these correlations do not exactly match the nomenclature mentioned above.  However, the reason for this is that the arrangement of the above table is slightly misleading.


As the individual develops, they emerge from the first three stages of life into the fourth stage.  However, in doing so, they have a choice: either to enter into the fourth stage of life as an end unto itself (i.e., fourth stage error), or as a continuation of the first three stages of life (i.e., fourth stage error), or else merely as the means to an end of higher development (i.e., fifth stage error).  In other words, the first option open to the individual is really that the saintly error of maintaining one’s position as separate and apart from God (if not the “selfish” error of simply continuing the first three stages).  Consequently, the saintly option is listed with the subtle dimension (which actually has two different options available to it—either the fourth or sixth stage).  Precisely because both are really just two sides of the same coin (either perceiving God as apart from self, or else God as Self—and, therefore, apart from self), this dimension is dominated by the fourth stage aspect of the transcendent Self, which emerges first.


On the other hand, the fourth stage can be put to different purposes just as well.  In this case, the dominating error is that of the desire for phenomenal experience—whether physical or spiritual.  In other words, this overall dimension also has a “two sides of the same coin” element to it, in which sex and spirit are indulged in exactly the same way.  Even so, the fifth stage error of shamanism is attributed to this dimension precisely because the fifth stage typically represents the culminating level of attainment for this shamanistic venture.  Otherwise, the individual will “transfer” over into the saintly dimension, in order to attain the higher level of life that is represented by the sixth stage.


Of course, the individual might well enter into the sixth stage just as captivated by the allure of the greater delight available there and remain fixated nonetheless.  In that case, the individual is committing the sixth stage error of causal identification with consciousness and limits themself to this domain.  However, if the individual does not thus limit themself, and they are able to transcend the causal error of the sixth stage, then they are able to enter into the sapiential dimension.  Technically speaking, the sixth stage causal sage must be free of the sixth stage error in order to enter into the seventh stage of life.  Consequently, only the sixth stage causal sage free of the sixth stage error can rightly be called a causal sage, given the above use of nomenclature.  (Therefore, just as the “entry level,” fourth stage of life is used to indicate the saintly dimension, the “entry level,” sixth stage of life is used to indicate the sapiential dimension.)  Needless-to-say, these are gradations of spiritual realization quite fine for individuals who are yet operating at the level of the first three stages of life.  Nonetheless, at the level of imminent God-realization, they are extremely pertinent, even so.  


The real point of all these comparisons is not to merely explicate the various dimensions of the transcendental Self, but to indicate the relationships that hold between them.  In other words, the path to Enlightenment is not a straight route, nor are the various traditions extolling its virtues without errors in their pronouncements.  In point of fact, to travel the path to Enlightenment, one must ultimately make several “transfers” along the way.  To become overly captivated with any one dimension is to ensure the ultimate failure of one’s own participation, whether in that dimension, or else even the overall route that traverses all the dimensions—which is absolutely necessary to reach the state of Enlightenment.


However, the opposite is also true:  not all aspects of each dimension must be traversed in order for all dimensions to be traversed.  In other words, there is a short-cut available in the path, which greatly facilitates the overall process.  Typically, it is thought that one must pass linearly through each of the stages of life—first by entering the fourth stage, then the fifth stage, then the sixth stage, and then the seventh stage.  However, although the fourth stage must be entered following the first three stages, the fifth stage can be bypassed in its entirety.  In other words, even though the individual is necessarily in the vital (i.e., gross) dimension (by virtue of being in the first three stages of life), they can transfer directly to the saintly dimension at the culmination of the first three stages of life.  By virtue of having done so, they can then move directly to the sixth stage of life, without any need to enter the fifth stage of life at all. 


When Fully Established “Basic” Fourth Stage Practice…In The Context Of the frontal personality (and The Frontal Line) Has Developed The Real and Free Evidence I Have Indicated, Fourth Stage Acknowledgement and Realization Of Me…Tends To Continue By Advancing To The Context Of The Spinal Line Of The Circle.  Therefore, Unless A Transition Is Made (Earlier) To Practice…In The Context Of The Sixth Stage Of Life, The Transition To Fully “Advanced” (or Most Mature) Development Of The Fourth Stage Of Life Begins The Process Of The Higher Spiritual Development…Of the psycho-physical personality Via (or In The Context Of) The Mystical Ascent Of attention (Perhaps Leading, Eventually, Into The Context Of The Fifth Stage Of Life).  (Adi Da, 1991, p. 178)


Consequently, from the sixth stage of life, they can transfer over to the sapiential dimension and, thereby, enter the seventh stage of life directly.  In this way, the individual kind of “zig-zags” their way through the stages of life, and the various dimensions of spiritual practice.  Consequently, the path to Enlightenment is anything but a straight line.  In fact, it involves a discontinuous kind of relationship between each of the main dimensions of spiritual practice.


This relationship can be tabled as follows (see Table 6):


As can be seen, any provincial association with these dimensions of spiritual practice is quite beside the point of a truly Enlightened point of view.  However, a caution should be introduced at this point.  The “entry” point of the sapiential dimension is the sixth stage of life, which is a seemingly inaccessible reality for most people. Indeed, the fourth stage of life, itself the “entry” point of the saintly dimension, represents an enormously demanding transition for most people.  Although, for some




     Vital


     Subtle

     Causal




(shaman &

    (saint &

     (sage &



            chakra system)

heart system)

  amrita nadi)

      God        -----







seventh stage


      -----




 sixth stage

   

     spirit  --  |







      -----




fourth stage


      -----

 third stage

       sex  --  |

second stage


      -----

 first stage








Table 6:  Path of Enlightenment

remarkable individuals (who have, perhaps, already prepared themselves through arduous practice in previous lives), direct entry into the sixth stage of life might be a true possibility, for most, the graduated progression indicated above is the most likely route.  However, although this refinement represents an enormous reduction in the ordeal, bypassing the fifth stage of life is anything but a foregone conclusion.  Indeed, for most, the allure of the fifth stage of life (as can already be said of the first three stages of life) represents a detour as devastating as any offered by the sirens of ancient mythology.  Running one’s ship up against the shoals of sexual or spiritual desire is perhaps the single most ardently advanced warning of spiritual masters throughout the literature.  Consequently, the above “abbreviated” schema represents the single most direct, and therefore, advisable route for most people contemplating the possibility of Enlightenment.
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	� There are several parts to the Divine Title and Name of Ruchira Avatar Adi Da Samraj, each one of which expressing an aspect of recognition of His Divine State.  “Ruchira” (a Sanskrit word meaning “Radiant,” “Effulgent,” or “Bright”) is the Condition of All-Pervading Radiance, Joy, and Love-Blissful Divine Consciousness.  “Avatar” is the traditional term for Divine Incarnation.  It literally means “One who is descended, or ‘crossed down’ (from, and as, the Divine).”  “Da” is a traditional reference to “God,” which means “the Giver.”  “Adi” means “First,” or “Source.”  Thus, the Name “Ruchira Avatar Adi Da” means “the Divine Giver and Source-Person, Who is the Shining Divine ‘Descent’ and Appearance of Real God in bodily (human) Form.”  Avatar Adi Da is also “Samraj,” the “Universal Ruler,” or “Supreme Lord”—not in any worldy or political sense, but as the Divine Master of the hearts of all who resort to Him.


	� It is not the view of the author that Levin (1985) contributes particularly to this discussion and his theory, therefore, will not be included.


	� Whether the self-actualization of Maslow, the self-individuation of Jung, the self-realization of Assagiloi, the self-transcendence of Wilber, or else the “regression in the service of transcendence” of Washburn.


	� “…In the Atman Project, I explicitly list the developmental stages of over two dozen theorists, all of whom were instrumental in my own formulations, and…Master Da was indeed included… Master Da is the single strongest influence on my own work at this time, and has been for the past several years…” (Wilber, 1984).


	� Note:  Avatar Adi Da makes use of a particular writing style relative to capitalization.  He explains this usage as follows:  “Ordinary speech and written language are centered on the ego-‘I’, as a tent is raised on a centerpole.  Therefore, in ordinary speech and written laguage, the ego-word ‘I’ is commonly capitalized, and everything less than the ego-‘I’ is shown in lowercase.  (Indeed, everything that is not the ego-‘I’ is grammatically subordinated to the egoic ‘I’-reference.)  Other ego-‘I’s (other than the principal subject or speaker) are also commonly shown in uppercase, if they are being ‘properly’ (or formally) addressed, by name.  And capitalization is otherwise commonly reserved for ‘big meanings’, or whatever the ego-‘I’ presumes to be somehow great, or even Larger (and, therefore, the ego presumes, Other) than itself.


	The ‘centerpole’ of this Testament is the Heart Itself, the Consciousness That Is Transcendental, Inherently Spiritual, and Necessarily Divine Being (Itself).  The uppercase words express the Ecstatic ‘Vision’ of Heart-Significance.  And the lowercase words (which appear only occasionally, like the uppercase words in common speech and writing) achieve, by their infrequency, a special significance as indicators of conditional or limited existence.


	To read (or Listen to) and Undersand this Testament is to be Released from the egoic vision and its point of view.  Let it be so. Feel and speak (rather than merely think) this Message.  The big and small letters interrupt the common flow of mind and Signal your Heart that it is time to Awaken, As You Are.”  (Italics in the original.)  (1991a, pp. 48, 49).


	� Object Relations theory, likewise, postulates the significance of “individuation and differentiation,” especially in the work of Mahler (1968) and Kernberg (1976).  However, in their work, this objective is seen simply in terms of its necessity (and therefore, its desirability), but without any real acknowledgement of its inherently problematic downside.  Perhaps Klein (1937) can be regarded as having an appreciation for this aspect of the individuation process, in as much as she indicated that “schizoid-paranoid” and “depressive” positions were inherent to the early development of the infant.  However, she never drew a correlation between separation and these positions, even so.  For each of these theorists, the ravages of early life just happen, without any real account of the dynamics of separation underlying them.  (Of course, certain existential theorists (Kierkegaard, 1989; Sartre, 1956) were extremely sensitive to issues of alienation, yet they, too, simply took it to be merely a given of the state of “thrownness” (Hiedeggar, 1926), without contemplating the underlying separation from Source that is at the heart of suffering.  Indeed, a principal criticism of Existentialism is its failure to see beyond mere “mortal” existence to the essence of life, which is Existence Itself (i.e., “God”).)


	� Here, Maslow makes a fundamental error (as can be said of Erickson (1950), as well):  ascribing love only to a particular, later stage of development.  Such is a grave oversight.  To think that young children are not capable of love, or otherwise in love, is a curious observation.  Perhaps love could be said to be more mature at this level, but not more existent.  Consigning love only to stages of development following the physiological needs is untenable.  Indeed, it could reasonably be said that love exists at every level, as the overriding context of every level.  In fact, this topology is underscored in the next developmental sequence where the predominant need considered to emerge is esteem—which is practically a synonym for love.  (Indeed, if anything, the physiological needs can be interpreted as a “love of life.”)  To describe this particular level of being in terms of love is, at the very least, a poor choice of words.


	� Perhaps more than any other theorist, Erickson (1950) recognized this situation, especially as it applies to the “identity crisis” invariably attenuating adolescence.  In fact, Erickson’s entire system of development progresses via the integration of the positive and negative aspects of numerous phase-specific crises taking place in the individual’s overall life-cycle.  Although Avatar Adi Da is here most broadly characterizing the first two stages of life, further demarcations are possible within each stage, as can be seen in both Maslow and Erickson’s (not to say, Freud’s) hierarchies.


	� In fact, as it is being used here, system is practically a synonym for the term “eco-psychology” (Roszak, et al., 1995).


	� Although Stern (1985) is often cited as an alternative perspective, his work seems particularly unconvincing relative to this point.  His research has amassed an amazing catalog of responsive behaviors (i.e., “reflexes”) on the part of the infant to its environment, but no reason to presume that the infant is aware of its environment as something apart or separate from it.  As with less sophisticated behavioral responses before Stern’s research, it could be said that the infant simply understands its behavior to be subsumed in, and a continuation of, the same phenomenological surround that is eliciting them.


	� Maslow seemed to be aware of this feature of the truly spiritual experience, ascribing to peak experiences something similar:  “To say this in a different way, perception in the peak-experience can be relatively ego-transcending, self-forgetful, egoless, unselfish.  It can come closer to being unmotivated, impersonal, desireless, detached, not needing or wishing” (1964, p. 62).  


	� Clearly, this has similarities to Husserl’s (1931) “epoché,” although its spiritual heritage is far more profoundly indicated by the “witness consciousness” of Avatar Adi Da (i.e., sixth stage of life).


	� Nonetheless, such contrary positions only end up giving expression to the dichotomy debate and, therefore, serve to obscure a full account of nondualism, even so, as will be seen.


	* This is a modification of Assagioli’s original diagram that represented Self in the higher unconscious.  Depicting Self in the higher unconscious has supported a confusion between the integration of higher unconscious contents (what we are calling the transpersonal dimension) and Self-realization—it gave the impression that one must move into the higher unconscious in Self-realization.  However, Assagioli was otherwise extermely clear that higher unconscious experiences—peak experiences, mystical experiences, and spiritual awakening—were quite distinct form the process of Self-realization.  This modified diagram has been employed by Molly Young Brown and Tom Yeomans (Brown 1993, 229), and by Ann Gila and myself (Firman and Russel 1993).


	� Indeed, this very differentiation can be seen to be the case in Freudian Psychoanalysis and Existentialism, generally, at least at earlier stages of development.  In these two orientations, sexual desire can be considered one of the pleasurable (i.e, “higher”) elements of the unconscious, while the “dread of death” certainly qualifies as unpleasant (i.e., “lower”).


	� It might be said that the preeminence of the Self is precisely what is “higher” about it.  However, this is not unlike the sleight of hand taking place in the nomenclature of the diagram.  The clear impression is given that the Self is existentially higher.  In other words, the Self, in some sense, actually exists in a position higher to the self (or else is about to exist in such a position).  Its greater hierarchical position is not merely one of ethics or aesthetics (i.e., better quality).  It is one of ontological development and evolution (i.e., greater being).  Clearly, Assogioli is trying to have it both ways.


	� Avatar Adi Da puts the situation for Jung like this:  “Jung’s work obviously has legitimacy, but it concerns the lesser domain of human growth.  It is not really about religion in the highest sense, or spirituality.  It is about the psyche…He did not really understand the process that goes beyond the psyche and its contents.  He did not understand the spiritual process, or the higher stages of life, although he often commented on them.  Not being a practitioner of the spiritual process, but rather being an investigator of the psyche’s contents, he did not really understand what he was talking about.


	…He did not understand the higher astral dimension or the ultimate Spiritual Dimension, although he was becoming sympathetic to them.  He felt something about them, but he did not quite know how to instruct people about these dimensions… .”  (1984b, p. 319)


	� Although this distinction is an arbitrary one, as metaphysics and mind are really just two ways to say the same thing.  However, Jung did not theorize as if he knew this, as he continued to operate within the scientific paradigm producing the schism, which finds the unity of metaphysics and mind (not to say, metaphysics and physics) to be problematic.


	� Assagioli has no conception of the compartmentalized nature of the S/self, such that they can be detached at death.  However, Jung’s conception of the S/self, (i.e., Self and ego) as distinct entitites apart from one another, is more amenable to this view.


	� In fact, here, Jung could have made use of the “therapeutic” acumen of a spiritual master to help him navigate this difficult passage (the usefullness of which the author can personally attest—see the Conclusion).  However, unfortunately, like Freud relative to sex, Jung’s theorizing became progressively more erratic and, indeed, even eccentric relative to spirit.  (Which should probably come as no surprise, since, in certain respects, sex is to the imminent domain what spirit is to that which is transcendent (Cleary, 1998; Scott, 1983)).  Indeed, what transpersonal psychology has very little understanding about, generally, is the difference between matriarchical, “earth” mythology and the Living Divine Reality of Ecstasy, coursing through the “upper and lower coils” of one’s transcendent and imminent being (Adi Da, 1991b).


	� As an example of this kind of conjoining, Avatar Adi Da’s own rebirth happens to have taken this particular form:  “On March 20, 1993, Avatar Adi Da confirmed conclusively to His devotees:  Swami Vivekananda’s compassionate urge to be reborn in order to serve the West had created a unique conjunction with Avatar Adi Da’s Divine Impulse to Manifest in the human realm, and it was this conjunction that provided the vehicle for Avatar Adi Da’s Incarnation…In October 1993, Avatar Adi Da brought up another, even more esoteric aspect of this ‘consideration’…Ramakrishna [the Spiritual Master of Swami Vivekananda] poured his own Spiritual virtue into Swami Vivekananda in a formal act of Transmission—becoming in his own words, only an ‘empty fakir’.  Thus, Ramakrishna, through his total Spiritual investment of himself in Swami Vivekananda, is also part of the Deeper Personality Vehicle of Avatar Adi Da Samraj” (Lee, 1999, pp. 43, 44).  


	� The clear implication being that “ontogeny replicates phylogeny” (Habermas, 1979; Gebser, 1985; Wilber, 1981).


	* See Wilber, 1980a; Grof, 1975; Assagioli, 1965; Maslow, 1968, 1971; Suzuki, 1968; and Deutsche, 1969.


	� This rendering follows the basic presentation offered in these commentaries on Advaita Vedanta:  Mukerjee, 1982; Shankara, 1979; Vivekenanda, 1986; Aurobindo, 1973; Griffiths, 1973; and Deutsche, 1969.  Further, the schema of these levels of being relates to Avatar Adi Da’s Seven Stages of Life as follows:  the first three stages of life conform to the vital, etheric, and lower mental levels, respectively; the fourth stage of life is a transitional state between the lower, immanent levels and the higher, transcendent levels (in some ways similar to Maslow’s self-actualization and being needs); the fifth stage of life conforms to the higher mind of the subtle level; and the sixth stage of life conforms to the primal Self of the causal level.  Further, the seventh stage of life subsumes them all as the overall Source and Substance of their Being (i.e., Brahman).  


	� Although the Sudden Expansion—the unexpected and abrupt emergence of the incipient universe—is crassly and unjustly depicted as a “Big Bang” (obviously wrought with a masculine bias)—as if the emanation of Spirit into the universe isn’t much more appropriately conceived of as “birth.”


	* The incipient, and frequently tentative, experience of Spirit by the individual as they first come in contact with it as an integrated and actualizing self.  It is a traditional referent of the deepest level of individual being, although it must, nonetheless, be understood as merely a lesser manifestation of Spirit, which, itself, is traditionally referred to as Divine and Transcendental Being.  


	** In sanskrit, “Shakti” means the Divine Life-Power, or “Creative” Energy of the universe, sometimes personified as the “Goddess” or “Mother-Force” of existence.  The Shakti is commonly experienced by spiritual practitioners as a tangible Force flowing in the body, often referred to as kundalini.


	*** In sanskrit, “Siva” means the Pure, Divine Consciousness, the Ground and Source out of which all things and beings are always arising.  It is a traditional name for the Perfect, Formless, Most Prior Divine Being.  Siva always exists in dynamic Play with Shakti.  


	� In all fairness, Wilber is quite clear about this distinction and, in other contexts, is careful to designate a preceeding level to that of the subtle realm (at least as he is describing it here).


	� Exactly which level get mistaken for God depends on the particular religious or philosophic tradition.


	� Unfortunately, however, they are arguing their position, at least in part, according to a social or political agenda, by which certain rights and privileges might be determined.  Although such an agenda might otherwise be totally appropriate, clearly, it has no place in psychological theorizing.


	� At least as they manifest the masculine and feminine aspects of being.  In this passage, the ascender is seen to favor the hierarchy (i.e., masculine position), while the descender favors the network (i.e., feminine position).  Obviously, this brings up comparisons to Jung’s (1936) concept of the anima and animus, and, likewise, therefore, the necessity to integrate the two.  Indeed, from one point of view, the entire ascender/descender debate can be thought of in these terms:  the anima and animus tussling with one another, prior to their final integration.


	� Here, Wilber (1983b, p. 53) offers a particularly useful conception:  “As we now turn to transformative or vertical development, it is a little more obvious what is involved:  in order for an individual to transform to the next higher level, he or she has, in effect, to accept the death of the present level of adaptation, that is, to cease an exclusive identity with that level…In each case, it is only when the self is strong enough to die to that level that it can transcend that level…”  Clearly, therefore, development is not always the individual’s first choice.  This being the case, Wilber has not really appreciated the full implications of his own position.


	� Indeed, the “cross-over” point is where the conjoining of the deeper Self and the lower self, likewise, takes place.


	� However, depicting this arrangement as a second “stalactite-type” cone, outside the first, is probably more technically correct.  However, this image is more difficult to depict visually, not to say conceive of in one’s mind.  Even so, the separation between the two remains the same either way.  This is what is missing in Wilber’s account:  the dual nature of the self as it ascends in development.


	� See the section “Choosing Between the Paradigms,” pp. 36-45 (1995), for Washburn’s summary and conclusion regarding these differences.


	� Although, for Washburn, “ascent” is somewhat curiously used here, as his idea is based on a conception of “transcendence” similar to Maslow’s:  a reductionistic pancake of all levels of higher consciousness into a single, undifferentiated “Dynamic Ground.”  Indeed, why he chooses to speak of ascent at all is odd, since his description of the integrated ego sounds much more like a resting place and final denouement to the process than the initiation of any further developmental sequence.  Indeed, although Washburn indicates that the integrated ego ascends, given his formulations, where is it to go?  It has just regressed from being differentiated.  Where is it to transcend to now?  There is no there there.  It can’t simply return to where it just regressed from.  Without the other side of the “cross-over” point, it seems that Washburn has only painted himself into a corner.


	� Which has enormous implications relative to therapy, as well as developmental theory.  In other words, although it is imperative to heal (and, in the process, recover) the lost aspects of one’s being, jettisoned through processes such as repression, it is not enough.  One must also grow (and develop), creating new aspects of being that have never before been the case.


	� Although many of its tenets are very straightforward and utterly necessary acknowledgements of the deep interrelational aspects of humans and their environment (e.g., ecology and biology), suggesting that the manner in which we engage in these relationships deeply affects our psychological well-being (Roszak, et al., 1995).


	� However, this is not to suggest that animals, and other non-humans, are bereft of spiritual awareness.  Indeed, quite the contrary.  Their immersion in their vital and etheric base makes them exceedingly sensitive to the spiritual reality within which they exist and abide.  It’s just that their commitment to their vital and etheric base—to the detriment of their development of self—prevents them from entering into the transcendent domain as their ordinary and on-going reality.  For this opportunity, they must first become human.


	Indeed, even as it manifests as the dichotomy debate.


	* In this usage, transpersonal isn’t an exact fit, for the the transcendental range of being can “bleed” into the transpersonal (which, obviously, helps account for much of the confusion between the two).  Consequently, it could be said that the recovery aspect of the beyond adult stage is essentially transpersonal, while the growth aspect, on the other hand, is exclusively transcendental.


	� Which doesn’t seem to be all that problematic for other species.  Indeed, you rarely see a caterpillar refusing to become a butterfly—or else confusing its larvae for one, either.


	� This is actually what Jung (1952) had in mind with his concept of “synchronicity,” although he was so bogged down in the mechanistic model of his time that he could only think of synchronicity like the “wormholes” of quantum physics, somehow connecting together various parts of the universe.  Although Jung regarded synchronicity to be an acausal relationship, it seems more to the point that the causality that holds between two otherwise discontinuous events is actually taking place at a deeper (i.e., collective unconscious) level.  However, in truth, synchronicity is probably better thought of in terms of ubiquity, like the breath, drawn down into the body and spread equally throughout to all its parts.


	� Likewise, in a similar manner, St. Francis of Assisi is reputed to have bid his body farewell at death, referring to it affectionately as an “ass,”as might be said of a favored work animal that had served him well. 


	� Indeed, this is no doubt the source of “flow” in Csikszentmihalyi’s (1991) account.


	� Wilber has gone to great pains to indicate that theorists such as Washburn and Grof commit the fallacy of confusing prepersonal states for those that are actually transpersonal (i.e., transcendental).  However, only a portion of their writings reflect this fallacy.  In fact, much of their writings actually indicate that they are confusing transpersonal (i.e., pre-prepersonal) states for those that are transpersonal (i.e., transcendental).  Indeed, Wilber’s inability to conceive of the situation in precisely these terms undoubtedly stems from the fact that he is himself committing this fallacy.  It’s just that he approaches the confusion of the two “trans’s” from the point of view of the latter “trans,” whereas Washburn and Grof approach the confusion from the point of view of the former “trans.”


	� In fact, Wilber is actually a transcendental theorist, trying to work within the constraints of a transpersonal paradigm—and struggling to do so, it must be said.  Washburn and Grof (et al.), on the other hand, are all more properly thought of as transpersonal theorists.


	� Although Einstein did not think of energy in terms of spirit, the two can be equated:  “Einstein’s scientific considerations are basically a repetition of ancient esoteric and paradoxical descriptions of the universe…‘E  =  mc²’ actually and exactly means the same thing to us today…that ‘Christ is risen from the dead’ meant two thousand years ago…It proclaims that matter is energy—that the body-mind of every human being can be Realized to be energy, or light.


	What does this communication mean in human terms?  It means that you are energy.  However you may be described altogether, you are not ‘matter.’  Matter is dead stuff, a dead end, a solid and separate and only mortal thing.  But ‘matter’ does not exist in any case!  There is no such thing as ‘matter,’ in itself and distinct from light, or energy, or mind, or psyche, or ego, or God.  It is not that there is no such thing as our apparent experience here, but all of it is energy, or a temporary form of light.  There are many more subtle aspects of light than we see in our subhuman manner, and the entire manifest cosmos, including the body-mind of Man, is a spectrum of energy.  Therefore, human beings must become acculturated to living as energy, or spirit-force, instead of struggling in the barbaric mentality of the ‘flesh.’  And we must develop a culutre of men and women who are being light instead of merely being ‘matter’ and that dark, simple, dreadfully mortal thing that ‘matter’ implies.  We must create a culture out of our identification, at this moment, with light, or energy, or the ‘Holy Spirit’ that is Life and that is Alive as every thing and every being.”  (Adi Da, 1984b, p. 365)


	� Which has ultimately served to produce a dichotomy debate.  Indeed, seen within their larger context, spiritual idealism and materialistic realism are clearly nothing more than the embodiment of the ascender/descender debate, taking place at the ultimate edge of religious dispute that comprises Hinduism and Buddhism—even though their highest representations ultimately express a nondual appreciation of reality.


	� In fact, previous attempts at unifying spiritual revelation, such as Aurobindo’s Integral Yoga (1973) earlier in this century, have actually only succeeded in unifying their own school or tradition—which, in this particular case, would be Vedic Hinduism.


	� In Sanskrit, “samadhi” literally means “placed together.”  It indicates concentration, equanimity, balance, and transcendence, and it is traditionally used to denote various exalted states of meditation and other devotional exercises.  Such states are typically experienced as ecstatic moments of intense enjoyment and Love-Bliss, often so overwhelming that they individual’s sense of being a separate self is “outshined” in the radiance and rapture.	


	* Swami Nityananda (?-1961) was a direct and principal Source of Spiritual Instruction for Avatar Adi Da during Avatar Adi Da’s years as a disciple of Swami Muktananda.


	Rang Avadhoot (1898-1968) was a Realizer in the tradition of Dattatreya (a Hindu God traditionally regarded in India as an Avatar of Brahma, Vishnu, and Siva).  His Glance in the garden at Swami Muktananda’s ashram in Ganeshpuri was a significant event of Spiritual Transmission in Avatar Adi Da’s Spiritual practice.


	Swami Rudrananda (1928-1973), or Albert Rudolph, known as “Rudi”, was Avatar Adi Da’s Spiritual Teacher from 1964-1968 in New York City.


	� As can be seen, this is in marked contrast to the “Bodhisattva” ideal of Buddhism.  However, as Avatar Adi Da has pointed out, this sixth stage ideal is somewhat self-defeating to its own purpose.  Rather than waiting for (and helping) all other beings to attain Enlightenment, before submitting one’s self to that state, how much more useful would it be to actually attain that state—and then offer assistance?


	� Of course, obviously, this is not to suggest that the individual, even as a young child, does not correctly identify acts of abuse or neglect that actually happen.  The point being made here is that transference can happen even as the abuses and neglect occur.  An old joke holds that just because you are paranoid doesn’t mean that you aren’t being followed.  However, the converse is just as true:  Just because you are being followed doesn’t mean that you aren’t paranoid.  Both can happen, and at the same time.  They are actually different strands within the individual’s overall experience.


	� Indeed, to suggest that the murder of God is essential to one’s salvation and well-being is, if not a blasphemous non sequitur, then certainly a curious juxtaposition of crime and exoneration.  At the very least, certain grave implications follow that necessarily make one shudder:  If murder is the God-given way of salvation, then why not murder…indeed, even under all circumstances.  If it worked once, then why not again…and again…and again?


	� As is likewise alluded to in biblical accounts of “knowing” something or someone. 


	� Perhaps the earliest examples of such seventh stage adepts are Krishna and Guatama.  However, the inclusion of Krishna indicates a particular problem in identifying seventh stage adepts from antiquity:  they may or may not be historical individuals.  Further, some seventh stage texts have no accompanying author and the presence of these individuals can only be surmised from the work that they produced.  However, given the extreme rarity of such works, one can safely hypothesis that only a handful of seventh stage adepts have ever graced the earth.  Included among those who have been reasonably well established as historical personages are Nagarjuna and the Sixth Patriarch, as well as Ramana Maharshi in this century.  Seventh stage texts include the Ashtavakra Gita, the Tripura Rahasya, the Avadhoot Gita, and the Lankavatara Sutra.


	� What this means is the words of spiritual masters (especially those in the seventh stage) are not merely contrivances or clever phrasing, as they are with theorists and scholars.  Their words are the literal intrusion, in symbolic form, of the Divine Presence, as it is written upon the page.  These symbolic arrangements, in the form of words, cause similar arrangements in the psyche as they are read, which affect your mind and invoke your Heart.  To read the words of the Divine is to be touched by the Divine, thereby, and moved in the subtle/causal domains of your being.


	� Kosovo was no accident.  Nor was the recent slaying of children in Colorado.  Indeed, it is precisely because of the “S/self”-contraction that such events tend to manifest—the ultimate result of duality—and the dichotomy debate, therefore.  Our worst fears yet rumble beneath the cultural repressive shield, stalking us from within.  It is time we understood these things.  


	� Which, no doubt, accounts for much of the acrimony surrounding the objections of his detractors, who happen to be descenders, for the most part.  Indeed, much of Wilber’s recent books—Sex, Ecology, and Spirituality and A Brief History of Everything—engage in a protracted (albeit insightful) diatribe against eco-feminists and other “romantic” theorists he regards to be descenders.


	� As can be said of the “garden of eden,” as well, in the case for descenders.  Clearly, Washburn simply exists in counterpoint to Wilber, offering as an alternative his concept of “regression in the service of transcendence.”


	� In a very real sense, the phrase “what goes up, must come down” applies to spiritual reality every bit as much as physical reality.  In death, one simply descends right back down the hierarchy, only to ascend all over again.  The hierarchy is nothing but an ever-lasting cycle of return—until one transcends it in Enlightenment.


	� Not that conventional psychology isn’t stage appropriate—to the first three stages of life, anyway.  Beyond that, however, it is nothing but an impediment to higher stages of life (whether transpersonal or otherwise).  Only spirituality will avail in these higher stages, not to say, the next epoch of humanities overall evolution.  Consequently, just as one in therapy is well advised to seek out the guidance of a qualified therapist, in spirituality, one is, likewise, well advised to seek out the guidance of a qualified spiritual master.


	� Indeed, in a very real sense, spiritual masters could be perceived as “time travelers,” demonstrating the qualities of humanity that will come to be typically expressed as our race evolves into more mature beings.


	* Quoted in Annemarie Schimmel, The Mystical Dimensions of Islam (Chapel Hill, NC:  The Univ. of North Carolina Press, 1975), p. 199.  The tradition of Sufi writings on sainthood dates from the ninth century.


	** New Testament, Ephesians 4:14, 16, 22.


	*** The Gospel of Sri Ramakrishna, trans. Swami Nikhilananda (New York:  Ramakrisna-Vivekananda Center, 1974), p. 192.


	� Although, of course, spiritual masters often embrace such disciplines for more strictly spiritual reasons—such as purification and the benefits of renunciation.


	� Indeed, one of the enduring—as well as endearing—qualities of rock and roll stars is their image as shamanistic perveyors of emotional and etheric delight.  In point of fact, the music they manipulate is no less ritualistically offered (albeit for cruder purposes) than that of primitive shamans dancing wildly around the fire, into the night.


	� The “gross” dimension has been referred to as “vital” in this thesis.  Further, the vital (i.e., gross) path, which is the way of “yogis,” has likewise been referred to as the way of “shamans” in this thesis.


	* The literatures of shabd yoga tend to represent a religious and hierarchical cosmic description of spiritual method and experience, whereas the literatures of nada yoga (as in the final portions of Hatha Yoga Pradipika) tend to be more philosophical and directed toward the specific psycho-physiology of the yogi-practitioner.  Thus, the language of shabd yoga often appeals to the impulse toward righteous conversion and universal or collective salvation, whereas the language of nada yoga is most often conservative and individualistic, representing more the hermit’s liberation in subjective privacy.





PAGE  

