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 january 2006 - edition 10

the meaning of being
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The question: 'What is the meaning of life?' seems like a boost for duality. After all, it implies time and a personal life. In any case, the seeking after and possible finding of an answer suggests a story in which experiences ought to have or get a meaning. 
But could we also search for an answer from another point of departure, with the question as a starting point for a voyage of discovery with unknown destination, or as Wim Kayzer so beautifully formulates:
'I went searching with the knowledge
that the most fascinating question
could never compete
with the most fascinating answer.' 

If we can leave the question to the question there is room for the marvelous, the unanswerable, the not-knowing. Life then manifests as a curiosity filled exploration of the non-existent. Then, at the most, we can witness our powerless feints at trying to behold an answer. 
In this sense, words are also answers. Words seem to want to conjure up the dualistic truth. Everything becomes so-called safe, clear, predictable and not threatening as long as words and explanations can be pasted on it. Apparently the greatest fear in our bosom comes from not- (being able) knowing. 
If we take this fear too seriously there is hardly any room for the magical, the unimaginable of existence. Fear just makes us glad to forget to admire this duality appearing as real life; a wonder that is created for us every moment like a rabbit out of a hat. 
Thinking will always try to formulate answers and switches one answer for another if it is convenient. That is also an inseparable part of this marvelous existence.
Asking the question and following up on it is accepting the invitation to explore this wonderful reality and sharing these endless stories with your fellow beings. Naturally our personal seeming life is not always a bed of roses. Much of it is so and so determined by the everyday. But above all, isn't it wonderful that rose scent, moonshine, trouble and strife, everydayness, luck, bad luck, right, wrong, timidity and exuberance, crowded shopping streets, a serene starry heaven, are already there?
If this question is explored, a falling quiet in awe happens by itself...
In this edition about the meaning of life:
• Wolter Keers on Indifference
• Jan van Delden on happiness in life
• Interviews with Jan van Rossum, Guy Smith, Chuck Hillig and Fokke Slootstra
• Jed McKenna on where you can find 'enlightenment'
• Column by Ruud Houweling
• an innerview with and by Ragen
no-one's land

Sometimes you come across stories that describe or define beautiful moments of revealed insight without the knowledge of advaita (see for example Hella Haasse's text in this edition). 
Recently I saw the Paul Haggis film 'Crash' that plays in multi-cultural and often racist Los Angeles. Every principal role character in this film is confronted with his or her belief in the idea of who they think they have to be. 
We see that each character is forced by circumstances to experience a moment that lies beyond their ideas (for example of 'good' and 'bad').
One of the more beautiful scenes is the moving moment when one of the leading characters, (someone from former Persia), fed by his prejudices about the 'others', seeks revenge. In his eyes, a lock maker of Spanish descent didn't do a good job and thus caused the break-in and plundering of his store. 
When he arrives at the house of the lock maker he pulls out a gun and pulls the trigger at the moment that the lock maker's young daughter jumps on his neck. Both the father and the culprit are convinced that she has been fatally hit. Nothing could be further from the truth; the girl appears to be untouched. The gun was loaded with blank bullets... the culprit's face freezes, and slowly an expression of happiness appears on his face... his deed and it's terrible consequences is made undone, the time is set back. He sees through the apparent reality of the world of his imagination and who he thinks he is supposed to be. He lands in the direct witnessing and disappears into no-man's land smiling and without good and bad...

[Kees Schreuders]

inhoud:

• Indifference
[Wolter Keers]

• Grace in practise
[interview with Jan van Delden] 

• There is nowhere to go...
[interview with Guy Smith]

• You have to do it yourself
[interview with Jan van Rossum]

• Advaita & psychotherapy II
[Johan van der Kooij in conversation with Fokke Slootstra]

• Mankind: a wonderful balancing organ 
on the boundary between Nothing and Everything
[from: De ingewijden van Hella Haase]

• Alternating current
[column by Ruud Houweling]

• Why not?
[Jed McKenna]

• The meaning of life
[innerview with and from Ragen]

• Consciousness as an experience junkie 
[interview with Chuck Hillig]

• the meaning of life
[Nomen Nescio]

Indifference. Not acting.
Wolter Keers
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Question: Isn't there a great danger of becoming indifferent if one begins to think like that? 

W.K.: No. Indifference is a form of resistance. If I am indifferent then I don't have to bother with you, then I can say 'figure it out for yourself!' Indifference is a kind of wall that I put around myself. Actually it is not daring to really look. But, someone who has understood that happiness is not to be found in things doesn't chase after them. Then indeed a certain kind of indifference does happen. But, this is compensated hundred fold by coming closer to the actual source of true things. Because, finally what is the right inspiration for a relation between us? That is the love itself. When I am Love itself, then I have nothing more to gain from you; then I also do not need for you to think that I'm nice, to love you nevertheless. Love itself is the force that allows the body, thinking and feeling to do the appropriate thing. Things do themselves in harmony with the Harmony itself that I am. As soon as I discover that then everything that is laziness and passivity disappears. That may appear to be indifference, for example, when I decide to buy a new car. But in fact that indifference exists only superficially, it is a difference in determining values. I now know that the real worth is somewhere else. And I discover that I don't love someone because of his or her beautiful hair, but because of the love in him or her that is in fact the same as the love in me. There are not two loves. There is one love in which persons seem to manifest. Therefore, the indifference, insofar as it exits, is only on the surface, founded from within through a deep self-recognition. In the same way the laziness is also only superficial. Laziness belongs to the body. The body is a heavy and unwieldy thing, flesh and bones. Let me say it like this, if seen as an extension of the Known, then life becomes a dance even if you're sitting on a chair. There is nothing more left of heaviness, listlessness, unwieldiness and so on. 
No, there is no indifference. But, if I am still searching for things of this world and someone else does not do that then I can naturally think that the other is indifferent. 
It can also happen, in certain cases, that we are less impressed by someone's suffering. That may be the case when we see that the suffering is something that is feeding the person. That is not always so: if there is a tornado that collapses your house so that you lose your husband and children that is something else entirely. But very often the suffering of mankind is something that people themselves seek and feed. There are very few people who really want to come out of that, extremely few! Therefore one must not allow oneself to be intimidated. The criterion is always: what does that person do with the suffering? Does he really want out of that or are they perhaps only seeking pity, seeking compensation. Well, don't fall for that, because then you only strengthen the person in their suffering. 
But, for whoever actually asks for your help it is another question; in that case there can be compassion, because you begin at the place where the other finds himself. And from out of compassion you allow them to gradually see who he actually is. Suffering is always at the level of the personality. When the personality disappears the suffering also disappears. 
For suffering we always need the world. You always suffer from something, from the loss of somebody or something, or out of fear of something. But, there is always a connection with something of the world. Therefore to see what the world is offers a possibility of actually coming out of the suffering. Not in terms of another piece of the world, no, but in terms of the Reality, seeing that the world is nothing other than a reflection of myself. Then suffering loses its meaning, because suffering can be a way to keep the person in place. There are people who prefer to remain in suffering rather than facing an unfamiliar situation. 

Question: If you look at life like that, then what is the point of our actions? Is there any sense then in remaining active?

W.K.: This question doesn't occur in practice, and the question also doesn't appear in, what shall I call it, the philosophical side. It's a question that sometimes comes up when we think: 'Oh God, what should I do now?' Recognition of the ‘I’ means recognizing the One Essence in which everything manifests action. Because, who is acting, who does, who thinks? The body acts, the body walks, swims, bikes, sits, stands; movement occurs in the thinking and feeling. Just the very fact that I can ascertain that, that I can see that, means that I stand apart from the movement and that I am not the one who thinks, or feels, or acts. I am always the Knower of that; otherwise I could not recall these things in my memory. 
It's not about whether I will still be active nevertheless; it's about recognizing that I have never been active. The body, the senses, thinking and feeling were active, but I wasn't. 
A phrase that occurs repeatedly in the shastras, in the classical Hindu literature, is: ‘I am not the doer, I am not the enjoyer', I am not the one who appears to act, who is active or passive. Active and passive are ways of thinking. 
The 'not-acting' that especially the Chinese always come back to ('wu-wei') is the exact opposite of being lazy. You can be lazy if you identify yourself with an unwieldy, heavy, body that might, for example, be tired. But 'not-acting' is to not be identified with everything that does, that is active, and that is therefore objective. Allow things to do themselves, allow things to do themselves spontaneously. Even if we had always learned that I was the one who acted, thought and felt. Seen now, in the right prospective, I see: it was not I who walked, the body walked. It wasn't I who thought, but thoughts manifested themselves. 
When a thought ends I do say: I have thought. But while the thought was there, while it manifested itself there was absolutely no idea that it was I who produced these thoughts. Only afterwards, by means of a cultivated automatism there is a principle that claims authorship for what happened, while the principal was absent.
We also do not approve in daily life of someone who claims authorship of a book that they had never written; that by definition he could never have written, since he is himself a character appearing in the book!
Well, that is one of the functions of the ego: the principle that after the completion of a body action, the conclusion of a thought or feeling, comes out of nowhere to say, I have thought, felt, seen, heard, walked, swum… but that 'I' was completely absent during the action. 
When we thus see it in the right perspective, seeing what is the object and what is the subject, then we see that action, observing, thinking and feeling are things that allow themselves to be witnessed in a completely impersonal way, exactly as clouds passing by in the sky. Actually it is just as foolish to say, when you are looking at clouds: 'I am clouding', as it is to say: 'I am thinking'. 
Thus, the body will continue to walk, swim, bike, just as always; the thoughts will continue to come, the feelings will continue to stream, probably more than before, only you will no longer think that you are the active one, because you now know that the active gentlemen or lady that you have made out of it by means of this foolish combination has no truth. The I-experience was there, because the I-experience is always present. But I have riveted the I-experience to all the actions, all the perceptions, all the roles that I play in life: the housemother, the chauffeur, the professor, the housefather, and so on; we have all attached strings to them and have said: I, I, I, I, I. 
But in fact, you can see very easily, you don't need to be a philosopher, that the strings are not correct. The relation between these actions and me is always: that these things in me, in the Consciousness, are witnessed in the Known. There, I am completely inactive. 
I am always and effortlessly the Knower. Even if I am dog tired, so beat that I can't even undress myself, because I tumble into bed out of exhaustion, even then I am completely effortlessly the knower of this situation. Thus, there is nothing that we have to learn to become the Knower, something we have to acquire or anything like that. No, I only need to recognize that I cannot be any different from that. Just as much as water can stop being wet, or fire can stop being hot, can any one of us even for one second stop being the 'Knowingness', in which things manifest themselves. 
All these questions can be solved, or solve themselves when we look in the right perspective. The action does itself. I know that I am not an acting being; I know that I am not a passive being. I am that in which the ideas of active and passive manifest themselves. I am the consciousness-essence, the Knowing that in which they occur. This is true for each one of us, independent of the form in which it appears. This is the one essence that all and everyone have in common. 

Grace in practice
An e-mail interview with Jan van Delden
Looking at it from the point of view of 'normal attached life' a constant state of blessedness seems like a winner. But also, if you realize that something like that is only a projection, then its opposite, the absence of suffering, seems worthy enough to do your very best to achieve even being unenlightened. 
But why actually, or is there really ' something to' being enlightened?

No. Of course not, if there were something to it then that would be for someone. The little Johnnies, (the I's that together shape the personality) will never understand that the light is already shining in the darkness. Happiness can never be understood or reached from the point of view of the Johnnies. Just as love and happiness, that is a concept for the Johnnies. Concepts are concepts, but what they point to can only be realized. You can never find what you already are! The Johnnies are made of experiences. How could an experience ever be able to look at experiencing, in order to then judge whether there is something to it or not? Enlightenment is first of all to be able to see that you are the undefined experiencing itself, and then to be able to see that you could never be an experience. Then sooner or later may come the thunderbolt that experiences don't exist, but only experiencing. Period.
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plateau

Is there some sort of high plateau where you find yourself when everything falls away; no valleys, but also no peaks?

No, there is no plateau, at the most a bottom on which every idea and every experience crashes in the delicious arriving home and dissolving in the love of being the unchangeable experiencing.

Ho ho!  Did you say 'delicious'? What is then so delicious about that situation, delicious as opposed to what? 

You are trying to look at it and understand it from the duality and that can't happen. You need to realize first that I am not talking about duality. That says namely, like a perpetual automat, that experience belongs to a person, who from an inside experiences something outside the person. I am talking about the reality that your being undefined experiencing is not attached to a person and that experiences don't exist, have ever existed, or will ever exist. That which is there, everything that there is, is this all-embracing 'being-experienced'. That is delicious, but not in the context of an opposition to not-delicious, because then it would be again part of something. It is neither high nor low, but because the little 'I's' would call it 'boring', or say 'what is the good of that’; it appears to them as low. Finally, it is 'being there' minus everything that you experience as a concept. It is there when Jan is stuck, is angry, feels lousy, gets crazy fat, or whatever experience he may seem to be having. It has absolutely nothing to do with the story of the experiences, the apparent content of experiencing - in fact everything that we have learned to see as reality. That is the reason why when you realize this, you no longer believe the stories that tell that something must be done, or not, in order to be happy and that therefore, you also as Jan, do not have to satisfy some criterion in order to effortlessly nestle deliciously in your being-experience.

wonder

But does your life have 'juice'? Does your life have any sense on that level?
That is a typical question that Johnny would ask. The Johnny who wants to have an answer to that is an experience that lasts for only one count, and is therefore total nonsense and the source of all suffering. Remain in the simple experiencing itself. Look at the looking itself (whizzing) instead of the experiences (the TV of the world), and see that your all-encompassing, and undefined experiencing - without doing or not doing anything - is quicker than whatsoever experience.

I assume that is also true for passion. Is passion still possible?
Whose passion, and for what? Do you mean that there is a sort of Johnny who continues to exist and who will become happy, and that after you have seen that the Johnnies don't exist?
Of course not! All passions disappear by themselves. What takes its place is the wonder of seeing the one in all, whatever enchantment it takes. Finally you can no longer talk about passion but about an all-encompassing happiness in being. Then you don't chase after all ofJohnny’s passions and so keep your attention on your true self, because there is simply nothing else.

nonsense

If nothing has happened and everything is still the same, what sense does it make to try to realize the truth?

We don't really try that! How can the wave become water through effort? That's why we are unhappy looking out from the Johnny's thinking and feeling. And naturally, then we want to become happy - until we have been able to see that in our life as Johnny we have not been able to find 'lasting happiness' in any way whatsoever. However, one way or another we have heard that self-realization is the treasure of unchanging 'effortless' happiness! Hip hip hooray! Another passion... But, realization gives you nothing - however beautiful and clear it appears - until you see through all the Johnnies in whatever situation and you can relax in the state that has no little I's. That is true for all stories including the story about self-realization! Namely, you are always quicker than the experience, that you whisper to yourself in your imagination that the real unchanging is, was and will be, your real passion. 

However, if you tell seekers that they actually can't do anything about it, then most of the time they run away screaming and thereafter begin again to play with concepts and experiences in the dark, because the Johnnies totally disagree. Directing your attention to the experiencing and not looking at them? Of course they protest! If you listen to them you are back to the start and the Johnnies demand that you go searching again for something to do or not do. But all the effort that we make or don’t make for the Johnnies do not bring the 'wave' any closer to the 'water'. Only grace can do that, cause the 'death- blow' in which you experience how to be undefined, and you relax in the knowing that you never were, are or will be, an experience.

Is the striding to obtain that state proof of the seeker's confusion, no matter how much he takes your words to heart?

The crazy one in us is the I-thought that believes in the thinking that believes that he is the I-thinking, that way you lose your self-evident being-witness to the content of experience, to the story. That story says that you are a box full of little I's who lives in a world, a box that thinks that it can find happiness there in the world, with death as the ultimate time limit. That makes a farce, or a nightmare out of the whole, while the simple reality is your own unchanging, all-encompassing being-experience. That belief in the content came up in being-experience without any reason. So, searching for the natural state is a story that happens in the experiences but never in your being-experience. And so, finally, self-realization is finally nonsense.

grace
Well then why do you even open your mouth on this subject at all? And what good does it do me to listen to that? What sense does it make that you speak a phrase like: 'blissfully simple coming home and dissolving in love' to me as a little I?

I'm not talking to any little I, but to you as the unchanging experiencing itself! The chance of being able to wake up is always present, to learn that it is all grace and no clever intellectual self liberation. Therefore it is good to be able to 'romp around' with 'someone' who is apparently outside of you and who appears to know it. The field of tension between 'my' knowing 'your' wanting to know is grace in action. Sometimes it loosens something - that in fact was never stuck. In addition - so the story goes - I can approve with my tradition, every step that is made. The conviction that in addition to grace it can also be achieved, accounts for the existence of the story. But it is still just a story! It is and remains limited because you still haven't gotten that I am not something outside of you, but your own self, dreaming that is waking itself up via 'me'...

For the little I, I am an experience outside of 'you'; that little guy who's 54, getting bald and so on. But I do not experience myself as something known. Follow how everything happens by itself and keep the experiencing in your attention. Observe that experiencing is nothing other than little voices talking about what you have just experienced without any effort. If you succeed you may be able to see the experiencing as true. While the experience is a parrot, which makes comments after the experience and tells how it really is, or should have been. Because experience itself says nothing - it just experiences. If it were up to the experience you would go searching for the experienced forever, naturally cozily accompanied by all the little voices that have taken over the all-encompassing with their story. Realize that you as experience for example tasted long ago that the coffee was too cold and afterwards the little voices parroted 'the coffee was cold'. Keep stubbornly on!

Disappeared

Go on with what: with listening, with believing what you say, with being difficult? Or doesn't it matter? In short, does my attitude about what you say make any difference?
If it is possible continue to focus your attention on the undefined experience-being. From this perception follow the three states, (waking, dreaming, dreamless sleep). Look at the life of the Little I's and their fellow players by following the waking state. It doesn't matter what they do or don't do. See that all the Little I's, good or bad, are really only screaming for your attention. See that you as undefined consciousness no longer have to listen to their orders and keep your attention on the effortless, formless, 'being-present'. Whatever they say! See that this following is not an activity but a zero point and try to relax in that. Get hooked on the taste of experience-being, to the taste of peace: the I-less being.

It is difficult in the beginning and seems to go at the cost of the Little I's. It feels like tinkering with what has happened. But if you hang on and go on with it then the being-experience, also known as attention, might penetrate into the experiences flying by, and realize that the Little I's coming along have nothing to do with you! Slowly the automatism of being a Robert goes over into undefined being. If the situation from before the Little I's were the boss and you seem to be living from out of a body is again realized then you see through the bewitchment of the story that you are living or have lived. Then there is unchanging being, which takes on the form of happiness itself if anything still resonates of it. The everything appears to be the non-dualistic consciousness itself and every trace of going or having been on a trip disappears, without your presence disappearing.

[Questions and editor: Robbert Bloemendaal]

website Jan van Delden (in Dutch): www.ods.nl/la-rousselie
There is nowhere to go...

Guy Smith (24, UK) puts many aspects of daily life in the picture when writing about non-duality in his book 'This is Unimaginable and Unavoidable' (Non-Duality Press).
He does so passionately and using an unusual form: notices, little poems, rhymes, e-mails. And there's enough to be found to make one smile (for instance when it's about sex).
A second book is writing itself, as he puts it, and a novel will surely be written. However, today a good deal of his time is spent in answering questions about realization.



Personal problems and interest in non-duality
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A: As you said, non-duality as a subject doesn't easily slot into normal conversation. To me it seems as if there are the people who want clarity about this, whether it takes (a long) time or not and others who are not interested. In the latter group there are the people who find relief in their religion and those who seem contented with life as it is (Ambitious or easy going, yet they are not interested in a 'you' that one could identify with).
Back to the first group: In one of the notices in your book it says: ...For the simple fact that you who are reading this are to some degree dissatisfied and fearful (unless you are not, in which case you probably aren't reading this, because it has no function for you)...
It often seems as if personal problems trigger interest in non-duality. On the other hand some teachers say that realization requires more or less stable personalities, people who can cope with life. Please comment.
G: The kind of personality is actually irrelevant. What is seen and known is that personality - any personality - is such a tiny, frail little thing... always on the verge of just dropping off. It's just a thought... or a dream... so incredibly transient. Personality, in its nature, is terribly unstable... just prod it a little bit and suddenly it can get terribly upset - very defensive - because there is always, in some way, a recognition that personality is a fraud... and so it needs a lot of self-promotion to maintain itself. Any sense of structure is like that, any sense of stability in fact: because nothing is stable, nothing is structural - there is only boundless oneness.

But, within this hypothetical array of little terribly unstable senses of stabilities, these various seeming personalities, there is no one more eligible for realization than another. You see it's totally beyond the personality... beyond any specifics. There is only oneness. Oneness is gleamingly self-evident everywhere, all the time, totally unavoidable - so it can certainly leap up anywhere, anyhow.

On the one hand one might posit that a comparatively stable personality, whatever that might be, is more eligible for realization, on the grounds that there may be less defensiveness, less desperate needy clinging to the idea of being an agentive power. But then you could equally argue that a stable personality is less eligible on the grounds that it is much more convinced in its own self - more sure and more happy in its self-belief - and you might also argue that the unstable character is more eligible on the grounds that it is more tenuous... teetering on the brink, or that the misery it may experience in its failures to be really convincing perpetuate an enquiry into the nature of existence that the more stable personality may have no interest in!

Oneness is self-evident, 
which is more certain than 'scientific proof'

So thought can hypothesize anything really - and be just as convincing from any angle. It's just got nothing to do with thought and nothing to do with personality (which is solely thought). This isn't something known from scientific research, surveys or whatever (which would be totally impossible by the way, since the variables are so immensely huge...you just couldn't with even an iota of certainty formulate in any way realistic categories - of '90% stable' or '87.3% stable when the whether is good' or 'more stable than the average urban-dwelling baboon'). But scientific surveys aren't needed: this is self-evident. If there is only oneness, which there only is, then it can be seen anywhere, anyhow, at anytime, with personality present, or without it. Personality and ego are oneness. And personality, in its stability or instability, never realizes oneness... oneness realizes oneness...and sees its presence in all there is, including stability.
Wow! That's a longer answer than virtually any of those passages from 'my' book!

What words tell

A: And yet, the only possible way to communicate this is to describe it. At the same time this seems like a fallacy because the words remind one of various structures such as: timelessness, spacelessness. As you said above: 'I am' and 'personality and ego are oneness'. These may become more or less empty words or notions. Sometimes it seems to me as if realization does not lie within the realm of words, so as if 'the fewer words the better' or 'the simpler the better' because realization is only natural...
G: It is definitely true that words consist in specifics and therefore convey a reality that is split up into lots of separate things - which is the very nature of duality. So actually, it is irrelevant whether more or less words are used: use but one word and this is illusion. So why not use tons of the things? Or not? It really doesn't matter - the reality is the same. And in fact, the lovely thing here is that it is clear that there is absolutely no choice in this matter... it all just bubbles out... one word or fifty million. No one is in charge here. And I am very clear that this is the actual secret to communicating potently (as opposed to 'the fewer words the better', for example). This writing here is going on with absolutely zero sense of anyone or anything being in charge of this... it just roars out without any sense of responsibility and all the fear and caginess of that... just like the uninhibited little child sprinting around the playing field, without a handbrake in sight. And this roaring, fiery, vigorously unedited motion, feel or quality is at least as liable to communicate 'aliveness minus the imprisoning concept of self', as the semantics of the words - what the words say.

Without formulating them into structures...

A: Could you say that this new awareness has reminded you somehow of (anything in) young childhood (the unconditioned mind) and could you say living now is more harmonious, more true to life or one's real nature?
G: I wouldn't use the word 'harmonious' because it suggests multiplicity: multiple elements fitting together in a certain comfortable or attractive or positive way. I find myself preferring words like 'silky' and 'syrupy' to describe the way this perception of oneness kind of 'feels'. It is clear that the sense of being a finite individual existing in a structural reality is a comparatively bitty, heavy and tiresome experiencing: not only is the mass of ideas engendered a laborious effort in itself, but the seeking prompted by this illusion too - all that scrambling to own or become more of the illusory structure... more money, more prestige, more friends, a more beautiful and intelligent lover, more consciousness, more kundalini, more more more. More oneness even!

So certainly this is, in a way, an infinitely more silky living... because when there is the believing that what thought projects is reality, there is the falling for one particular script, story, as one imaginary period of time and space, then the break down of this, as it becomes clear that it isn't accurate (as all thought is inaccurate), and then the frantic subsisting in of a new story, a new thought-system. So this is a jumpy, jolting experiencing... whereas with non-dual seeing there is just this vast array of teeming sensations glinting away... without the formulating of them into structures going on. Little stories can and do balloon up within this... playing along with, for example, being a body plopped in front of a computer screen, writing an email to Amigo, but all the time this is known as actually a fiction... an illusion... a magic trick!

Baby, child, teenager and the adult getting trapped in narrative

You ask if this reminds me of my young childhood in any way, and I would definitely say that it could. When I see a real tiny baby now, it seems so radiantly obvious that there isn't the comprehensive structuralizing of reality going on there yet - the immobile limbs just waving there in mid-air, eyes both unfocused and yet very bright... it seems clear that there is more the seeing of just unstructured sensation, aliveness, color - as compared with the adult. 
Even with the older child, running around in the playground or whatever, there is a sense of relation. The child runs round, flailing arms and legs all over the place, laughing, screaming, sobbing, whatever... and gradually a kind of crippling, disabling process creeps in. As this sense of self becomes more pronounced and closed, one gets more and more obsessed by it, and more and more regimented, dictated by the fearful need to conform to it. In teenagers this manifests as 'being cool'. This means having, sustaining, and projecting an image that slots in with the doctrine of cool - and this vastly cuts down the options for being... it is such a limited, imprisoning conceit…

A constant battle to be liked

A: Tony Parsons once spoke of realization as a fusion of clarity and love (in advaita: jnana - bhakti). After awakening and perhaps a period of adjusting to the new awareness, what can you say about this?
G: I must admit, I am finding it difficult to answer this question. Sitting here now, it is just so radiantly, glisteningly clear that there is no one and nothing... just this glorious 'this', there seems to be a total refusal to engage in any concepts - all of which must be erroneous. But this is an interview, and interviews involve words, and words are always vastly inaccurate!
Let me just try and conjure some sort of response. 'Clarity' and 'love' are very good words for describing this. This is just awash with love - there is only this love - and seeing and knowing this there is, in this case, such an absolute relaxing into that seeing... all wrestling with concepts... of 'awakening' and 'after awakening' and 'adjusting' and 'new awareness' and 'Tony Parsons' and 'realization' and 'fusion' and even 'clarity' and 'love'... all of these seems like such an unnecessary lie... just besides the point, unreal, a waste of energy! I'm sorry - I'm not at all insulting the question - it's a good question - it's just that, this moment, what is presenting itself most arrestingly is, the absolute irrelevance of concept, how vastly inaccurate it is, and also - how this is really just a wonderful bath or pool or sloshing of brilliant love!

As it happens... the cogs are starting to turn! Some thoughts: ... a response to the word 'adjusting'. There was a period of dark, electric mischief: the realization of utter freedom permitting and in this case prompting obscene acts never before contemplated by a mind previously preoccupied with trying to please everyone - a constant battle to be liked. The newfound mischief wasn't really vicious though - it was more like extreme feelings of affection expressing as prodding my friends in the ribs in various shapes and forms!

There was also a period when the sense of separation periodically reemerged - namely on waking up in the mornings. There would follow a discomfort and rejection of this suffocating feeling... and then the memory and realization that this very sense of separation, like everything there can be, is purely and utterly oneness: and then the sense of separation and the rejection of it were known as oneness... and then it would tend to happen that the structure would give in, love would come gushing in through smashed windows and wash the walls and ceiling and floor into oblivion: just love...

This body has also experienced some digestive problems that I get a strong sense is somehow related to adjustment to non-dual seeing (though I could be wrong). The sense is that the body was totally happy when it was imagined that life was a material, heavy, solid presence: it knew how to operate in this sense. But with this newish seeing that there is no matter and no body and nothing... seems to have thrown the apparent body into some sort of confusion! It's very gentle - I think this organism's got off very lightly in this regard: I hear there have been very severe and painful cases.

There is no doubt that, within the mistaken world of concept, it would not be inaccurate to say that 'adjusting' has definitely been a reality of sorts. It's hard to put my finger on the specifics though... the basic, overwhelming, absolute thing being - the simple seeing that all there can ever be is presence. All the rest seems to pale into insignificance somewhat... though it can be delightful to watch too... all these little meltings and softenings tingling away...

I think that's all I can say really. I have heard other voices get very deep into the woods with this kind of thing... spouting out all manner of concrete accounts, theories and even doctrines. I won't make that mistake. Specifics, such as 'adjusting', are limitlessly subtle and variable, and as such, it is always a lie to pretend they can ever be understood or organized: let alone rendered as generalizations - religions. 

Nothing can help you to get any closer to what is already only the case!

A: Can you tell us about 'the path' you took before realization was obvious?
G: I am reluctant to talk about any path, because then the tendency is for thought to get hold of this and think 'maybe such and such an activity has something to do with this awakening?' Realization is the knowing that there is only oneness... so there can be no question of leading up to it... getting closer to it.... no path to it.
In the apparent year before liberation there was some reading and listening to expressions, which dismissed utterly the possibility of path... expressions that simply nip all hope in the bud. This is it! There's nowhere to go! Nothing can help you get any closer to what is already only the case!
So there would be this traveling to these meetings... and fantasies would come up about being on a really special, exciting, esoteric adventure - being involved in something terribly rarified and superior. And of course, with this was the hope that 'when I get there - there will be this wonderful epiphany...some majestic blossoming... all the exact kind of riches thought dreams up and longs for!' And then I'd hear 'there is only oneness...you needn't have come here' - and there would be this painful disappointment... at not having found what I wanted: the sense of being let down.
This really is the only kind of message that gets to the heart of the matter. It rips the dream to shreds. Any sense of path, progress, improvement, direction, motion - can only be pure dream. It is the sense that there is a divisible reality of multiple separate things: better and worse; here and there; enlightened and asleep. So really, I followed no path before realization... and whenever I believed I was going somewhere, this delusion was abruptly dispelled by the message: 'there is nowhere to go'.

It is just a meaningless basking in the sun

A: We have a theme for this Amigo that is: the meaning of life and/or living life... please comment.
G: It is very clear that life has no meaning. Here is life. Here it is. How can it be said that it serves any purpose? Here it is. That's all that can be said. Within this appearance of sensation there are certainly the manifestations of these thoughts that crave meaning, purpose, direction. But these cravings always spring from a delusion that sees separation and a longing to recapture the former glories of being everything, tasted in infancy and before. And when this seeing reveals itself again - it is clear that there can be no question of any meaning to it: because it isn't going anywhere; it can't do anything; it can't get anywhere: this is just unmoving love.
One might say that 'love' is the meaning of life. But love isn't really any meaning. Love is the breakdown of all struggles to make any headway...to make sense of anything...it is just a meaningless basking in the sun! It is just relief and joy. This word 'point' is very revealing. One asks, 'what is the point of life?' This is the reducing of life down to a single idea, a goal, a drive. But liberation reveals that there is nothing like such imaginary 'points'... this is an absolutely open, indivisible oneness... and spaciousness: there can be no question of points or focusing on points... reality just isn't that.
When it is known that there isn't anything separate... anything of any form... just a supple, rich, pulsing presence...this can be really lovely, just life springing up... so sensitive and gentle and vivid too. That's it. But thought always messes this up: creating the sense of a 'lovely pulsing state' somewhere in the future. 
Words are really quite hopeless! But good entertainment!

Guy's website: www.guisemyth.com
[interview: Josée Zwaferink]

You have to do it yourself
(interview with Jan van Rossum)
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Jan is a very ordinary man, living in an average flat in a suburb close to the city. He is friendly, warm, and modest. Everydayness is recommended at Jan's. He uses no difficult words, very clear language, and is exceptionally approachable. Jan says about himself: 'Ever since my childhood I have always had the inclination to make everything as simple as possible. 'Bells and whistles' is not my style. I find simplicity the most pleasant, in forms, relations, what I do and how I present myself'. . His book 'You are not what you think' (Samsara) was recently published. I was skeptical to begin with about the need for another book about enlightenment and advaita. After all, hasn't everything about it been said and written long since? Yes and no. The subject has indeed been thoroughly described and is nothing new, but the way that Jan van Rossum repeatedly points back to That which you are, makes it worth the trouble of reading and rereading. The book is just like the man himself: clear, approachable, friendly. But be warned: because of his consistent returning to That which is, or Space, the words work ruthlessly. Once it grabs you, it doesn't stop working ruthlessly within you. 
Jan said matter-of-factly: 'Now I have a book, but I can't add anything to it. You can only say it more beautifully. The immersion is not in the book. Not in words. It is about the realization. Words and sentences do nothing; these can only resonate in you and call something up. If it does something to you it is because you are ready, not because it is said beautifully in a book'. 
Luckily, the nice thing about life and advaita is that there are always new words for the same thing. 
This was the conversation that Amigo carried out with Jan van Rossum. 
We began with the meaning of life, but it quickly carried over to Life itself.

J: 'According to my teacher Hans Laurentius, the meaning of life is that it be meaningful. It can also be meaningless, that is also a meaning. Then you notice that if a person finds no meaning in it, it is their interpretation of the situation. In any case everything around you just keeps on happening. The flower blossoms with or without meaning. If you simply allow meaning, if you give it the room and allow it to be there, then it flows over into the great whole. The resistance, which is actually nothing more than the little I, or the cramp that you had, is neutralized that way. If everything is just allowed to be there, if everything is allowed to be just the way it is, then you will come to see that it always dissolves. It does that anyway. It is interesting to be attentive to that sometime. Everything can be transformed to what is good in actuality, even terrible things. Intense sadness can also turn into deep happiness. You only need to allow it; you don't have to do anything for that. Just look at it. You do nothing. What could you do? Everything is already there. All the effort that we make to hold something together is I reality hitching the horse behind the wagon, because it is already being done. Only afterwards we paste a little I on it: 'see how I did that1'. If we had observed well we wouldn't say that. 

Defining Life

'We always want to define life and our position in it, including all the stories. Apparently that is very addictive, but it contributes nothing. Nothing changes in the factual situation, the reality. Moreover, everything that you either enjoy or dislike is also constantly changing. So it appears that definitions of life are made again and again out of private convictions that are constantly susceptible to change. 

If you are relaxed, with little resistance, then even a troublesome happening has less impact. What is relaxed bends with the force. Especially being cramped up: 'oh, I hope nothing happens', makes everything much worse if indeed something does happen. Everything comes back to relaxation. But it is clear that you can't relax on command. Seeing into the fact that you always do what you want to is enough. When you are hungry you eat. When you are tired you sleep. Nothing more.'

You are the self

'Advaita doesn't answer questions, but questions fall away. The question returns to the source. You ask questions because you think you don't know something. However, you do know it but you are not aware of it. By asking your specific question you become aware of what's behind it and the consciousness immerses itself in its origin. Then that is also your answer. Actually you are always asking for the known way. You are the final answer yourself. However that cannot be defined or expressed in words. The definitive answer is always there where the question arose and then it returns there. 
'At a certain moment many seekers say: 'I want to go deeper'. That is a beautiful goal but it includes an 'I' who wants to go deeper. Ask yourself who this I is that want something more or something less, who is not satisfied? If you remain questioning in this manner you go deeper in yourself. It all leads to your self. This is self-investigation because you want to have it clear for yourself. Many people would like for someone else to give them an answer, but then you are working with 'borrowed truths'. 
'You have to ask questions so that you can learn that you have to go beyond these questions, better said, until you notice that you precede the questions. You have to be there first in order to ask a question. Still it must be done otherwise you don't discover that. That is the apparent dilemma. Tony Parsons, for example, says very definitely that you can't do anything. In one way that is true, but in another way it is completely not true. Sometimes you have to do a great deal to finally discover that you can't do anything. But you only know that if you have tried everything.

Inner authority

A: Nevertheless for example, many people feel the need of a religion.
J: 'Yes. People gladly want to be a good Christian or a good Muslim. But why do they want to be that? Mostly it comes down to a set of rules. That gives certainty. People are often not conscious that they are looking for security. That is the real point of it. Because if at long last they discover that security can't be found anywhere then the searching stops. Not because you have found any handhold, but because the need for that stops. It is always about the great dissolving. Then there doesn't have to be any point. All needs disappear. 
You have to do it yourself. You are responsible. Finally you don't need anything, but before you finally reach that you have to demolish some inner authorities. Take a look at all the inner authorities you have built up on your life. 'This you can't do. That is not right'. In religion, for example, the authority is projected outside, but in fact it is inside’.

A: You need a certain passion, urge or drive.
J: 'Most people have that, but it is often so splintered that energy is lost. Everyone has the drive to become happy, only it is sought in the wrong places until one discovers that neither this nor that is it. It is just a question of elimination.'

Stages of self-reflection

'A certain amount of self-reflection is needed in the process of self-realization. Not everyone can do that or has that capacity. Maybe most people don't have it. The older generation, that of my parents or my wife's parents, never said sorry. They couldn't say that because they had never done any self-reflection. Many people can't think about themselves and make themselves into a subject for investigation. This capacity  begins to ripen only after ten or twenty years. The thought 'I ought to take a look at myself' never occurred. If there was something annoying it was always the fault of the other or of circumstances. Later, it began to penetrate one or two people: 'it could be my responsibility'. That is the first step. Thereafter you look at the 'my'. How do you define that actually? Is that 'my' really me? That is a big step forward. So there are many different stages. Sometimes I tell people in satsang that it would be better for them to do something else, sometimes I also advise therapy. They are not yet ready to examine themselves. They have to become riper. 
That can't be forced. If you stay under water long enough you begin to gasp for air automatically. But I also see many people who are suffering unconsciously. People who have become very flat and numb. That is even worse than suffering. These people have no contact with themselves. They don't even have real pain, but there is something stale, something hard. It is very difficult to penetrate that. Actually that is the real suffering, but about shaking them awake I sometimes think: 'if only they felt or suffered for real once'. Anything is better than this numb lack of feeling. This flatness makes people cynical: 'ah well, you can't do anything about it anyway, you just have to accept it the way it happens'. But this does not come out of wisdom. It is very difficult to say anything to these people. People who come to satsang and inhabit these border territories are very difficult to deal with'. 

A: Are you now completely finished?
J: 'I still learn the most. I learn more things every day, things that I discover that are mirrored in me that I didn't know about in myself. I learn more things every day: 'oh, is it like that? I hadn't thought that about myself.' And mostly it is about the less pleasant things, ha-ha'.

A: It is often said that as the you becomes clearer everything goes better, but it doesn't seem to be so.
J: 'In the beginning you discover all kinds of things about yourself, but later you notice that it is all going slower. My son had driving lessons. At first it seemed that he learned a lot of new things: accelerating, steering, changing gears. But later it seemed as if he wasn't learning anything new, he just had to drive every time, practicing, perfecting. That is the way it is often with self-investigation. Suddenly there is a kind of barrier and you have to make much effort to see what remains. You need another person for that because it is very difficult to see blind spots in yourself. Therefore it makes no sense to go sit in a fairy tale hut up the hill, unless you are totally liberated. However, then there is no reason anymore to go there. So, why would you want that? The idea of purely sitting somewhere up the hill is ego. You can really fool yourself.'

Drive to becoming conscious

J: 'Look at the desire for purity. That in itself is dualistic. Even striving after enlightenment sounds banal, if only because you want something for yourself. You do want to get enlightened? You do want to become realized? All egos. But what is strange is that it must be done. You are driven. Everyone has that drive otherwise you die. If that plant stops growing it dies, if a tree no longer grows it also dies. The inherent goal of life for us people is given form by the drive to become conscious, to become aware. No other goals. No place to go to. There is only the indivisible life and millions of things happen in it, and at the same time nothing happens. I remain the one. You can't say: 'I am not going to live'. You have to be alive in order to say that. You can also not escape it. Then it is better to make it conscious. According to Hans there are only two states: the ego state and the consciousness state. It is one or the other, to say it in black and white. Then you have to choose for the conscious state because that contains all the others. Consciousness contains the ego, but not the other way around.'

A: In your book you make the conscious state a very attractive option.
J: 'In satsang we dangle a carrot in front of your nose: just do this, then you' be happier. Until you finally see that there is nothing to be gained. I often use space as a metaphor. Space is the most neutral word. We want very much to identify with something. If that's what you want to do then identify with the total, with what there is. Not with the little ego, the family around you or the four walls, but with everything. Everything contributes to your continued existence: you need food and you need oxygen. Everything cares for this (body) and again at the same time, it is everything. You reason it back this way, therefore it also not nonsense for the mind. The mind wants to be satisfied also. That wanting to see: this is my function, it can be used for this but not for that. It becomes silent when it sees that it is not suitable for the other. Because thinking is a function you have to use it well.'

No security

'Becoming the total or appealing to the total makes many people fearful. It is too big, too spacey. So people always creep back and try to make a framework, to protect themselves in little worlds. You have to see through that entire pattern. People do feel called towards the space, but are afraid at the same time, they protect themselves in little worlds. You have to see through the whole pattern. People do feel called towards the space, but are fearful at the same time because they have to leave behind the ego and all the conclusions about themselves that they have. You first have to create a certain safety before people will want something else. However this very safety is a pitfall because then you would rather stay there. It remains an apparent safety. At a certain moment you have to go into the world and see your fears and all the bad things that you think about yourself. Then there is a going up into totality and you dissolve your little ego there. On the one hand that is nice, on the other hand there is the fear. That is the duality in which everyone lives no matter how far they are on the spiritual path. But it overcomes you, thus don't hold back what you have to nevertheless become.
' Spiritual growth consists only of the clearing away of hindrances, not out of creating new systems. An insight you had? These also have to be left behind other wise they form new obstacles. An insight plays no role anymore after it is seen. That is comparable to when you learned to walk and called: 'Mama I can walk!' When you could do it totally you didn't need to call that anymore, then it happened all by itself. Everything becomes more and more normal. The more you become yourself the more normal you become, and if it is good then you become simpler and life becomes simpler in all its multiplicity. Small and big things can still go wrong, but not in the whole. Everything is a question of your point of view. So why should we anticipate what might come?'

[interview: Ilse Beumer]



fragment from 'You are not what you think', published by Samsara:
Jan: All that psychological rummaging around into fear only strengthens the fear. Your mind can be busy with that time when your mother didn't open the door for many years. But if you examine fear then you see it for what it is: a cramp in your consciousness. You are the consciousness not that cramp. The mind is simply for practical matters: how do I get from A to B? But as soon as the mind begins to whine about all sorts of psychological problems, then it gets stuck in that. The mind can never solve problems at the psychological level, because it is the problem itself. The mind itself creates the problems. There is never a problem in the outside world. All problems are in the mind. So, stop fighting with yourself. Don't go into that movement. 

Visitor: If I'm not careful I can really get tangled up in worrying. 

J: You have to be very alert in the beginning. Later it goes by itself. Alertness generates alertness and at a certain moment you become so alert that only that remains. Then everything is seen for what it is and then you at peace with it, because you cannot change anything in the world. The world is in you. It is all consciousness. 

V: That would be beautiful.

J. It is already beautiful now. If you say 'it would be beautiful' then you extend it into time. So you create time, something like: I will solve it in the future. You have to solve it now. The mind only lives in the past or the future.
The mind can do nothing in the now. So, if you stay in the now then it shuts up because it can't exist in that. 

V: Therefore you really have to pay attention. Before you know it all kinds of thoughts seduce you 

J: Then you are in a knot again. Therefore you have to keep seeing. It is seeing, seeing, seeing. 

V: Is that what you mean by self-examination? 

J: Precisely

V: I thought that meant asking your self all kinds of complicated questions. 

J: Well, no, it is really very easy.

V: I've been busy with that for a while, but it remains difficult. 

J: Now you are saying it again: 'I've been busy with that for a while'. If you begin with the idea that it is difficult and complicated then it becomes difficult and complicated. While if you know that seeing can solve it, then you stay with that seeing. That is the choice you have. Do you want to stay with seeing or do you want to go along with the mind? You can't stop the mind, but you can stop going along with it; finally through that it stops. What remains are space, love and so on, and it becomes more and more roomy, until you finally become the space itself. 

V: You don't have to make any effort for it? 

J: If you make any effort the problems begin. Do you have to make any effort in order to be? You only have to see and bring back any interest on other things back to seeing, again and again. Until you finally live there. You already witness, but realize that you are the witness. Nothing can influence that. 
Advaita & Psychotherapy II
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Johan van der Kooij described the differences and similarities between advaita and psychotherapy in Amigo7.
The quote from advaita teacher Jean Klein was very pithy:
' All forms of psychotherapy are concerned with bringing a fundamental neurosis into balance, namely the arising of the ego that experiences itself as a separated unit.'
Why should you want to improve that personality with psychotherapy if you know that you are not the neurosis, the personality?
Actually, how strong is your conviction if you say that you know that you are not the personality?
When I see the sun cone up in the morning I don't say: 'the earth has rotated in such a way that I can see the sun.' No, I just say: 'The sun is rising', because that's how it looks, even though it isn't so. 
We condition ourselves by believing what we see, hear, feel, etc. and even more so by believing our own thoughts. 
At the psychological level where fear and longing are often the driving forces of our decisions, the belief is virtually turned into an identity.
In everyday situations like work, relations, family we experience ourselves as a person with ideas, feelings and points of view; the inner world. And then, we defend this person with respect to the outer world. This way we put the entire identification into motion. If we have difficulties with psychological tensions that come out of that we can call on help from a therapist. In my experience there is big difference between seeking help from someone who works psychologically, or from someone who looks at the psyche from a holistic vision. 
The classical psychological approach attempts to  bring the psyche back in balance, whereas the modern holistic approach tries to look behind the psyche's mask to the true identity. 
An example of holistic therapy is Fokke Slootsra's non-dual psychotherapy. He combines eastern advaita with western psychotherapy at his center ' The Wonder' in Drenthe. Johan van der Kooij spoke with him about the integration of psychotherapy and radical self-investigation.



Amigo: Why do you call what you do non-dual therapy? Non-duality is a condition that is not a condition, in reality therapy is always dualistic.

Fokke Sloostra: If you are completely available, then all kinds of things can happen in that availability to remind people of their original wholeness. I can imagine that you say that therapy and non-dualism are two different things. Therapy directs itself to the personal and non-duality to that goes to what is beyond that. I see the personal as a cover of the non-dual and it is my passion to be able to work with people on both levels. Therapy is not dualistic by definition. If you give therapy from the point of view that you have to repair people then one can speak of dualism. We go searching for enlightenment, love, and confirmation out of our longings. Every person maintains a construction: we project things outside ourselves, as if you see yourself in a mirror and then you pursue the image in the mirror. If you see that everything that you run after is already there, and you discover that you are running after an illusion, then you fall into your true nature, in your true condition by yourself. It is a question of seeing through, or cutting through. It is just as if you find a piece of the puzzle back. If you just remain with a deep fear, or a deep not knowing, instead of escaping, then at a given moment you fall within. That can happen in a therapy situation, but also during a satsang. It is about letting yourself 'fall'. At such a moment you see through the construction and fall into yourself.

A: How does the hunger for liberation, for enlightenment arise?

F: Every child that comes into this world has a number of basic needs. If the needs are fulfilled emotionally, then the child will grow emotionally. If a number of needs are not satisfied, if there is no response from the surroundings, then an ‘emptiness’ happens. A split takes place in the psyche. Part of the child sits and waits for better times, another part develops a sort of strategy: how can I get what I'm still missing? Maybe by being nice, or instead by thwarting the parents, to still try to get what he has missed. The strategies continue into adult life. In work or in relationship we still seek fulfillment of what was once missing. At a certain moment we get that the fulfillment can't be found that way and the whole structure we created caves in. Often, the search for liberation and our selves begins at this point.

A: Do you see yourself as a therapist or a spiritual teacher?

	'The ego defends itself against the psychological emptiness that we know. That is a place we don't want to go to, it is much too threatening. The ego is afraid to dissolve there' 

Fokke Slootstra


F: I use psychotherapeutic methods. If it is important for someone to clean up things in their past, then I put methods to use - with the understanding also that I am free of them. The art is to not bind your self to a method, but to be free of that. Sometimes I work on the past, to out feelings and clear up traumas, for ten days. If people can open up after the ten days and they suddenly see who they are in essence, then we talk more about the source. Psychological work is finding yourself, allowing yourself to be there as you are with all your beautiful and less beautiful parts. You make peace with that, you accept: that's how it is, that's how I function. That doesn't mean to be jubilant about it, but that you come to a deep acceptance of Johan or Fokke as persons. That is the psychological work. The spiritual work is to rise beyond the person: it is beautiful that you accept yourself totally as a person, but you are not that! 
That's where freedom comes in.
People come here with beautiful stories: 'There is no doer! There is no will! I am the witness!’
Then I say: 'It is good in some cases to develop your will, and to make a stand for it. 
I found it very attractive in Zen Buddhism to feel the teacher's strong love. I was seen. I was heard. But to remain 'stuck' there, can also be a trap.

A: Have your insights never led you to giving satsang?

F: No they haven't, because I find the psychological to be just as important as the spiritual. That is what I really stand for, for me it is not one or the other, it is both. 
I try to give people tools in accordance with what I have experienced myself. We don't automatically get these tools in our culture. How do you communicate? How do you deal with your anger and sadness? How do you learn to treat your self lovingly? We need those tools as people. 

A: Do you have to be enlightened to offer non-dual therapy?

F: It is about being able to stand free in relation to all the content or drama of the people who come to you. It took a long time before I got that far. Through the combination of psychotherapy and advaita there came a development in me by means of which I became more and more free of people, free of their dramas, for me that is the art of it. After an intense session there remains no residue behind in me.

A: Is it important to dissolve certain psychological bottlenecks in your structure during your spiritual learning time?

F: I don't think you can avoid that. Advaita, and Zen Buddhism for example come from totally different cultural contexts. I don't think you can just introduce that vision very easily here in the west. Eastern people are different from western people.

A: Is availability a capacity that can grow in a person?

F: By being conscious of what is happening in the moment, and being alert every moment, the consciousness can become bigger. 
After meditating for a month in the desert I came home and resumed my work. It seemed as if all the problems at work were waiting for me to come back. How do you integrate a month in the desert in your job? I didn't learn how to handle my anger in Buddhism. It is not directed towards handling emotions, thus there is no knowledge about that there. Everything in the world is accessible at this moment. That is fantastic, but use western knowledge also. Make use of psychology and psychotherapy. 
Life knocks on our door and it is up to us to open it or keep it shut, that is our freedom. 
Discomfort, illusions, crises in relations, burnout: are you ready to examine those or not? That requires enormous courage.

A: Do you have to assimilate old pain to arrive at self-realization?

F: I myself have experienced that I can arrive at that which I am in reality straight through all the psychological layers. Undoubtedly there are teachers who have not done any psychological work. Naturally, that is possible. But according to me, to live enlightened and lovingly, to integrate it into daily life, you can't avoid clearing up old pains. Otherwise the danger is great that we use spirituality or enlightenment to repudiate or disguise a number of personal things.



Postscript from Johan:

Does it make any sense to investigate and analyze the ego with all its tensions? Or is it better to see your fears and emotions for what they actually are, and see the mind as part of maya, the dream?
If you want to combine therapy with the path of radical self-investigation it is important to not lose sight of the fact that no grace can be asked for or received by the 'I'. However comforting or providing of insights therapies may be, they can never make the I whole or healthy. The I is like a spark that escaped from the fire and tries to lead an independent existence. Alas... or maybe happily not... the spark is doomed to go out. But before it has gone that far you can work on your old traumas that demand attention. 
Something in you and me knows what freedom is. That deep intuitive knowing is an important anchor to bring you home to your essence. Everything is all right as long as you remember that there can be no ultimate freedom for the conditioned person.


For information about non-dual therapy (in Dutch): www.nondualetherapie.nl.

{Johan van der Kooij]

Mankind:
a wonderful balancing organ on the
boundary between Nothing and Everything
from: De ingewijden by Hella Haasse (a Dutch novel)
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Using six main characters a story is told about unavoidable confrontations with the meaning of life.
The thread of the story is told in six chapters using a different character each time. In this way you see the truth constantly being changed and made acceptable. But you also see how fluid and elastic the dualistic truth is. 
The motto is a beautiful initiation to the book:
Happy is he who is initiated before he goes into the ground, because he knows the end of life and the beginning sent by Zeus.
[Pindarus]



[...] 'This can't,' he suddenly said. 'This just cannot exist.'
'What?'
'Now, everything, the whole situation, this house, and thou, you I mean.'
'Why can't it exist?'
'I don't know. Such things simply don't happen'. 
'You have to get off that. We would like it if everything coming out of us were explainable as so-called rational and logical. It is good that we are reminded now and then that we are also part of the pattern.'
'But I can only see things out of myself?'
'I believe that there are moments, maybe strange situations, that your normal understanding plainly resists to your becoming conscious, to say it like that, of another connection. Becoming conscious is expressing it too strongly. You don't see through it. You don't understand it. Just something in you that sits deep, out of reach of your thinking and acting 'I' feels it. If you knew how to weave you would understand what I am saying. The underside where all the threads are wound and twisted around each other, is no less real than the side we habitually call good that has neat figures stitch by stitch, color next to color... Sometimes we suddenly get a glimpse of the backside of...ach... '. She shook her head and hit herself lightly on the cheek. 
'What is it, why do you do that?' asked Marten. 
'Yesterday I told you that I am someone who is trying to become a person, and I challenged you by throwing the accusation at your feet that you don't dare that. Do you remember? But I couldn't tell you what that is, a person. I can't rest with that. It makes no sense that I talk about keeping up your courage and having the will to become a person, when I can't even give you an answer to what I mean by 'a person'. I don't know if I can make that clear to you now. But I'll give you what lies within my reach. Sometimes I think that the person is a wonderful balancing organ on the boundary between Nothing and Everything, chaos and cosmos. Our entire existence on earth, as a sort and as individuals is a long fight to hold the middle between blind animalism and a just as absolute surrender to what we, with help from our deceitful intellect and our deceitful emotions, call believable... Being a person; that is for me: always, everywhere, exerting all our power and never slacking wakefulness, towards this balance. Being a person: an organ in existence that can preserve balance thanks to inborn properties of reason and intuition. And all that overcomes us in our life, day and night, without pause, from within and without, is a call towards functioning...
'Do I understand what she means?' thought Marten. Sometimes he thought he did, and then again he thought he didn't... [...]

[from: De ingewijden by Hella Haassej publisher Querido. 1957]

[selection: Kees Schreuders]

Alternating current

If you look down on a river delta from a great height you see the branches of the water stream becoming ever smaller. It is an image that has a strong resemblance for example to the branches of an artery refining itself into capillaries, a streak of lightning fanning out in the sky, or the nerves of a tree leaf. 

Life is energy. A constant pulse is trying to find a way for itself. After a natural trajectory the ‘material’ and the energy of a manifested thought or happening dissolves back into the whole at the end of its circuit. The difference between existing and not existing could perhaps be compared to alternating current; a difference between plus and minus. Perhaps consciousness in capital letters is something like electricity. 

What the meaning of life is? Maybe it is so that Consciousness, (or God if you like),
can only enjoy it’s own Existence by materializing energy. There is nothing that can be aware of Itself without manifestation. In manifestation Existence can enjoy Itself. Consciousness celebrates Itself. 

As a person, or as whatever organism, you are first of all a ‘survival-unit’. You have a need for food in order to survive. The ego function of the body is very useful for that purpose. One must survive: ‘I have to eat’, ‘I have to sleep’, ‘I have to escape’. 
In the meantime, the human being has become so complex that the I-thought can create problems. ‘What is the sense of my personal existence?’ is an important question for many people. 

However, if you analyze this question a little analytically you could see that the I-thought itself and not the existence originates the problem, because that actually just happens by itself. No I-thought is necessary for the metabolism. Finally, you also continue to exist peacefully during dreamless sleep, without any notion of I, without thoughts, either nice or not. 
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Naturally that “I” is very useful, you have to get fitted up for an “I” thought if you want to survive. But you may discover that you are actually All-encompassing, that in which the entire world appears. That you are actually what precedes the I-thought. The indivisible Consciousness, called the ‘Tao’ by Lao-Tzu within which the entire manifestation and all the I-thoughts of everyone in the entire world appear. But, you may discover that you are Omnipresence, that I which the entire world appears, that which comes before every I-thought, the indivisible consciousness, which was called ‘Tao’ by Lao Tzu, in which the entire manifestation and all the I-thoughts of everyone in the entire world appear. My I-notion as writer, and your I-notion as reader take place in a timeless and impersonal Knowing that we cannot enter or leave. 

With thorough investigation, a deep desire to find, some goal directed help, and a dose of luck this Consciousness recognizes Itself. In that moment, the separated I-notion evaporates in the clear recognition that you are Everything. You discover that your deepest being is happiness. 

Pure existence, unencumbered by bodily discomforts is bliss. Discovering this makes earthly existence and the unavoidable discomforts that belong to it acceptable. Because there is a deep understanding that this life can only be lived thanks to that body – your nature or disposition, in spite of the total gene package, your good and bad sides, your baldness, your corns, and your hernia. 

Your deepest being is the Power-source that pressed together the bundle with witch you can experience presence for a while. You can sit beautifully in meditation or visiting a fun fair, it makes no difference. The presence remains the presence. This immediate knowing changes the perspective forever. Your life’s question is dissolved in the unbroken stream of spreading energy that plays untiringly with material in order to enjoy Itself.

[Ruud Houweling, musician]
Why not?
Jed McKenna
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Spiritual enlightenment sits next to an empty milk carton
on an orange lunch tray in a grade school cafeteria.
It’s lying in the grass in a ditch beside a rusting hubcap.
It’s on the button holding closed the left cuff of a somewhat
important man’s shirt.

Enlightenment can be found next to the elevator on the
fourth level of the airport parking garage.

You can ask your dog for it, but he may not give it to you.

Look for it next to the pen in the pocket
of the checkout girl’s red vest,
but only on Wednesdays.

Enlightenment is in the truck, behind the jack.
You can hear it in the squeak of a hinge at the local library.
It’s in the breeze blowing unheard through an unseen tree.
It’s in the space after the exhale and before the inhale.

You can find enlightenment in church,
in that scratch on the back of the pew in front of you.

You can find it in the desert,
just before the wind picks up again.

Enlightenment is nothing.
Delusion is the greatest wonder.

Enlightenment was in your coffee cup
before you poured in the coffee.
Now it’s in your coffee cup.
Two point two billion years
before your coffee cup was created,
enlightenment was in your coffee cup.
An hour and fifteen minutes
after time swallows the universe,
enlightenment will be in your coffee cup.

You’ve always known where it is
because it’s exactly where you left it.
How can you not return to a place you never left?
You are dreaming that you are unenlightened.
You are dreaming that you are awake.

The question is: Why?
The answer is: Why not?

-Jed McKenna-

About the Author: 
Jed McKenna is the author of Spiritual Enlightenment: The Damnedest Thing, Spiritually Incorrect Enlightenment, and Spiritual Warfare, published by Wisefool Press. Articles, updates and more at our website: www.WisefoolPress.com
published with permission of the Wisefool Press.
The Meaning of life
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What is the meaning of life? 
'The MEANING of life... What do you mean?
Just that, after all, doesn't there have to be a MEANING in life?
Who says that? What brings this question up in you?
Well... I just don't know anything other than that life ought to have a MEANING and a GOAL.
Mmm, now I understand where you want to go. Every day you go to the office and do your work, this and that, you have to do this and that, you are kind of happily married and you have to do this and that in your relation, and so you do this and that, and you are a hero on the football team because you do what the trainer says... Then something happens. Mostly it is something about which you can do NOTHING.
For example: suddenly one day you find yourself put out on the street, maybe by your wife, your husband, or your boss. A member of your family dies in an auto accident, or you yourself are struck by a painful sickness. Your house is burned to the ground in a fire. 
I admit this may all be a bit extreme, but it is just that suddenly in your life ... you stood still and said: Ha, who am I actually? And oh... what is actually the meaning of my life?
Yes. Now that you mention it... What happened to me...
Whoa... we are not talking about what happened to you for a bit... but just that it overcame you. Okay, indeed, then the question came up in me, or something like that...

Moreover that means that something always has to happen in order to ask yourself that question... but good, lets just look at the question ... By the way, how are things with you? Are you happy and such?

Some times...

Why not simply be happy always?

Yea hello, it's just like that. You get a gift and you are happy for a bit, maybe a new car? Tops! In love? That will last a bit longer but then it still becomes something else... 
Yesterday I won 25 euros in the lottery so that bought me a bottle of Armagnac. 

Armagnac?
Yes, Armagnac I like to drink a glass of it with my evening coffee. Nothing on your mind for a bit. Away for a bit. Mmm... lovely.

I understate that, but now to the point... the meaning of life. If you add up all these moments of happiness, is that not already enough? I mean, do you also search for a meaning in your life if it is already meaningful to you?

Yes, nevertheless I do. There is something... a sort of deep longing to always have that incidental happiness all the time.

That's a bit egoistic don't you think?

... ???
Good, I won't hear you out anymore... one more thing: What do you think about no Meaning in life, but finding meaning in life just as it IS?

Doesn't one follow out of the other?

What would you think about it if I said that life has absolutely no meaning?

Then I would think: deliciously easy! But doesn't everything have to have a meaning, a goal?

That's right. From your thinking, out of your personality, your being an ego, your made-up I, that is crystal clear. Just living without any meaning is not conceivable for you and thus not conceivable for your Life. 

Yeah, that would be something beautiful for me!

Still, if you look at it another way that is actually possible. No, even unimaginably possible!

Surprise me...

Imagine then that life does have a MEANING. That means there is a goal with a beginning point and an end point. A trajectory from point A directed at point B where the goal is reached. 

For example, I'm just making something up: the Meaning of life for you is to become a good person, even better maybe, a perfect person... then there is plenty of work for you to do in any case. Through good deeds, charity, love for the other and your neighbor... This task is not hidden in Life, but falls entirely to your account. That is indeed an important difference.

If Life had a Meaning then that must be something that we (everything that lives and is) carry from a lower to a higher plane. At least... there ought to be a difference between the beginning of life with the goal set and life as it looks after the Meaning or goal is reached.

Would it?

According to this point of departure, there would thus come a moment to mankind, who after centuries of wrestling without knowing the content of the Meaning, at the end of this Meaningful trip and realizes: Oh, so is this the Meaning? If I only I had known that sooner! But then, now the end of the Trip is reached, thus the end of times... unless there is another meaning revealed!
Do you really think it works like that?

Now then...no

It does seem indeed like a crackpot idea, but the other side of the coin is life knows no MEANING, no GOAL. There is no trajectory from point A to point B. Life IS... with everything that goes with it.

Just IS? I can't get that one under my hat...
Even stronger, you will never that know that under your hat... Only if you take off that hat, with the little I under it and are as a tree in the four seasons, without asking yourself why exactly you are standing there. At the side of the highway, or in the middle of a silent wood, or in a folk garden... only just Life... without MEANING...

But how I can still understand that when my little I, with which I do think and exist, can't come close to that?

By not trying to get an answer with which your ego walks happily away, without asking any more questions and then again whatever happens coughing up more questions...

Then is there no answer to my question?

See, that's what I mean... again another question...

By the way, what are you reading there?

Something very applicable, by Osho:

'Life is a love affair it is poetry, music.
Don't ask such disgusting questions as: What is the meaning of life?
The moment you ask that question you lose contact with your life. Life cannot be understood with philosophical questions. You have to put philosophy aside.'

Now then shall we just consider this talk as having never occurred?

Whatever you say...
[Ragen]

Consciousness as an experience junkie
interview with Chuck Hillig
Some time ago I saw a book on Chuck Hillig's website: 'Looking for God: Seeing the Whole in One'. My attention was drawn to the fact that there's a hole in the book. I was curious enough to get hold of the book and read it. I've read a lot of Advaita books but never one with a hole in it. Besides it's also very easy to read as far as I am concerned. In the book there are a lot of things happening in and around the hole. It sometimes looks as if the book comes out of the hole!
In any case reason enough to interview Chuck Hillig (practicing Marriage and Family Therapist in Ojai, California)



Who you think you are

A: Before going on further about the contents of the book. I am very interested in knowing more about the person, Chuck Hillig. (Although there are many advaita supporters who would say that there is no-body there). In 'Advaita-land', we learn that 'we' are perfect just the way we are... right here and now. There are warnings from many advaita teachers who say: 'Stop! Don't change! Don't search for happiness! Stay where You are!' What do you think?
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Ch: Well, just because everything is perfect, that doesn't mean that things don't appear to change. Who you really are, of course, doesn't (and can't) ever change. Who you think you are, however (as well as who you think you are not) appears to change a lot. But life always unfolds from one perfect instant into yet another perfect instant ...and, amazingly, every micro-instant in between is also absolutely perfect, too. You can realize this for yourself the very moment that you give up your belief about what perfection is 'supposed' to look like. You see, without your idea about what's perfect, then perfection always looks exactly like 'what is.' However, whenever you superimpose what you believe 'should be' over what actually 'is,' the misalignment creates both the tension and the friction that feed into your persistent illusion of separation. Since happiness and bliss are your own true nature, however, there's no reason to go out searching for something that you already have (and are.) Please remember, though, that just because every moment is always perfect, that doesn't imply that every moment is always going to be comfortable. The body's ongoing search to seek pleasure and avoid pain will automatically play out as it does. But that still doesn't mean that whatever shows up for you is going to be any more perfect than what's present right here and right now. Life is as it is because, at this single moment of now, it simply can't be any other way.

Therapy is about finding the courage to 'be-who-you-already-are.'

A: So why bother about marriage or family problems? Is there some separation between the person and 'being' (or void)? Or are there some differences in the stages where some people do need therapy and some don't?

Ch: Our closest relationships can be either a golden chalice or an iron cauldron. We're all cooked in the melodramas of our own making until we become softer and more malleable. Marriage is an opportunity to deepen our compassion, love and forgiveness. Since our spouse is a reflection of who we are, the guru is really appearing to us as the Beloved. In our neurotic need to dominate and control each other, though, (all fear-based), we often don't appreciate the gifts that our significant relationships bring to us. We should learn to deeply honor and respect their contribution to our own unfoldment. Your spouse is the way that they are because of the way that you are. And, just like it was in school, you're not always going to like what you're being taught. Remember, though, that none of it (no matter how crazy it might be) is happening to you. It's all actually happening for you.
By the way, therapy is not about feeling 'better.' Therapy is about telling the truth. It's about 'feeling-whatever-you're-feeling' and finding the courage to 'be-who-you-already-are.' Bottom line: A good therapist helps you to grow up and to create better dreams. A satguru, however, helps you to wake up and to stop dreaming altogether.

A: Although this interview is going to be about your book please allow me to go a little bit further into what you said here before. You say that therapy is about telling the truth. But I think truth is the domain of what we really are and not what we think we are. The truth that we find in Satsang is that the same truth you could find in Therapy?

Ch: Well, the only Truth (capital 'T') that's really real is Absolute truth, and it'll never change into anything else simply because it can't change. It just 'is-what-is.' Absolute truth manifests as relative truth within the Great Illusion, however, whenever we start telling a story about 'what is.' Relative truth depends on remembering a past or imagining a future. It only shows up within the dualistic world of opposites, stratifications, values (e.g. ethics) and, of course the five senses. Specifically, relative truth arises when there's a point of view (i.e. an 'Observer' observing an 'Observed'). Absolute truth, on the other hand, doesn't have a polar opposite simply because it's incapable of adopting a single point of view about anything. Or, more accurately, you might say that Absolute truth holds all possible points of view because, at the bottom line, Absolute truth is just 'what's so.'
When we speak truthfully from the Heart in this present micro-moment of Now, then we're speaking directly from (and about) 'what is.' On the other hand, whenever we move away from this present moment of Now and into the past or future, we begin speaking relatively because the truth is now being described from an egoic point of view.
Clients are able to heal in therapy when they find the courage to fully embrace the Absolute truth about 'what's so' about themselves... warts and all...at this single moment of Now. In their willingness to totally align themselves 100% with their whole truth, they deepen their own authenticity by becoming more fully who they always were all along. With the therapist taking the part as the non-judgmental Witness, this 'truth-telling' then becomes the litmus test for all therapeutic healing. What often stops us from speaking our truth, however, is our belief that we 'should' be feeling, thinking, saying or doing something other than what we are feeling, thinking, saying or doing. However, true power only comes in being who we really are...deep down...and not in pretending to be something else. By always aligning ourselves completely with the Truth of 'what is,' we're making the unqualified (and enthusiastic) 'YES' to be the default position of the Heart.

A: Could it be possible in therapy to tell a little lie for the sake of welfare?

Ch: Does the end justify the means? Lies only manifest within the dualistic world of relative truth. There are no lies within the Absolute truth of 'what is.' If you tell a relative lie, however, then that part of you that knows the real truth splits off from your psyche, goes unconscious, and often revisits you again by creating mischief in your life somewhere down the road.

Seeing the Whole in One

A: It is very tempting to go on and on about the above subject. But let us go on with your book. To me, it is one of the books on enlightenment that I read in one sitting. It is very easy to read. When I look at the title 'Looking for God: Seeing the Whole in One,' you could get the idea that is it a kind of religious book. Many - but not all - enlightenment teachers speak of God. Do you have a specific reason to use the word God here?

Ch: Yes. The title was designed to attract those seekers who still support the belief that God (or Allah, Brahma, Yahweh, etc.) is somewhere outside of them, and that they have to follow well-established spiritual guidelines...for example, rituals and traditions...if they ever hope to reach heaven or nirvana. However, the single concept that creates the most mischief is this persistent belief that they are, essentially, separate from the Truth that they're seeking.

A: Why is that such a problem?

Ch: Well, when you're not fully awakened to the reality that you-already-are-who-you-are-looking-for, that misidentification then sets into (e)motion all of the various dramas of your life. The cosmic momentum of 'The Search' that's propelling you forward into seeking out the Truth, however, also serves to fill another more subtle purpose. By inference, it reinforces the notion that, even though they're arising simultaneously, the 'seeker' and the 'goal-being-sought' must be fundamentally different from each other. The subtitle of the book, (Seeing the Whole in One) hopefully reminds the reader about the ultimate futility of words, images and concepts in this area by showing Michelangelo's God the Father and Adam both pointing their fingers, not at each other, but at the empty (w)hole on the cover.

'Who is this one who wants to know life's meaning?

A: This issue (of Amigo) is about 'The Meaning of Life.' A short time ago, I read a book by U.G. Krishnamurti, (Mind is a Myth) in which he says: 'don't look for a meaning to life. There may not be any meaning at all. It may have its one meaning that you can never know.' In your book you talk about The Void, being the source of all 'nothing-ness' and, at the very same time the source of all 'everything-ness'.
Could you say that the void is an expression of the meaning of life?

Ch: I consider the Void to be like a cosmic matrix from which the infinite manifestations of consciousness appear to emerge out of and, eventually, disappear back into. Everything begins and ends in silence...in the nothingness beneath the nothingness. However, when most people discuss the 'meaning of life,' they're usually talking about its 'significance' or its 'importance.' But maybe life really doesn't have any so-called 'meaning' at all other than the one that you, yourself, superimpose upon it. Life seems to mysteriously show up for you in ways that fully support your own heart's definition of how-life-actually-is...no matter how self-limiting or distorted that definition might be. For example, believing that 'Life is an incredible drag' will manifest a very different reality for you than if you believe that 'Life is an incredible dance.' So, does life have any meaning? Well, what's the 'meaning' of a rose or of a mountain? They simply are what they are. A much deeper question to ponder is: 'who is this one who wants to know life's meaning?

A: Of course any idea about the meaning of life would be a concept. But still a lot of questions arise in the imagined world that appears to us. There isn't any question about who we really are. But somehow we still live our daily lives with a lot of other questions like 'What is it all about?’ Isn't it a bit too easy to say: 'Well just don't worry about it.' These kinds of answers would kill any further discussion.

Ch: Well, I never tell people to stop doing anything... even worrying. (Anyway, worrying is never the problem. The real problem begins when people 'worry-about-their-worrying.') The 'What's it all about?' question is fundamentally problematic. Why? Well, after first assuming that consciousness has some kind of 'meaning' behind it, the question then encourages others to theorize about what that meaning could be. But, in truth, consciousness doesn't just have a single 'meaning' or a specific 'purpose.' To the contrary, everything is always included in it. In other words, consciousness openly embraces every possible 'meaning' and 'purpose' that you might be assuming about it.
Maybe the shortest answer is 'Consciousness is about what is.' Questions and answers arise simultaneously, and as such, they're inextricably dependent upon each other. The problem, though, is that they both indirectly validate an assumed separation that provides a momentum to the moment. In short, questions invite answers, which in turn, only trigger still more questions, and on and on. But can you ever get to a place where your mind stops all questioning? Beneath the ultimate primordial question (Who am I?) lies the Silence. When you fully awaken to who you really are, then questions like 'What is it all about?' will cease to arise.

The metaphor of the empty void:

A: Perhaps we should leave this subject for now and go to your book. The first thing that comes up for me is that the book has a large number of stories...some short, some longer... a large number of quotes from a lot of 'wise' men and women and lots of nice drawings. It gave me the idea that 'you' wanted to create a lot of entrances to go into the idea of the Void. Can you tell me something about it?

Ch: Yes, actually that was the idea. I especially wanted to see if I could apply the metaphor of the empty void to some of the well-known images that we're all familiar with. On one page, for example, I used the hole to represent Buddha's third eye. Later on in the book, on back-to-back pages, I used the hole to replace both of the small black and white circles in the yin-yang symbol. I also put the empty hole in the center of the famous Zen circle and, later on, even surrounded it by Uroborus (the snake that swallows its own tail). The hole was also used to represent an ovum being 'attacked' by sperm at the moment of conception. However, after turning the page, that very same hole is now seen as an empty eye socket in a human skull. However, I also wanted to show the void in more playful ways. For example, the empty hole was also used to represent the ice cream on a cone, a child's balloon, and even the pupil in the center of the human eye. Above all, I wanted to give the reader an opportunity to see that the void is the source of absolutely everything...and of nothing...at the very same time. On the one hand, it sources all love and light but, on the other hand, it also sources all evil and depravity. For example, on one page, some well-known saints (e.g. Ramana Maharshi and Gandhi) are pictured arising from the void. However, when you turn that same page, you see pictures of Hitler and Osama that are also arising from the very same void. It seems that, as an 'experience junkie' Consciousness never says 'no' to anything.

Why is this?

A: As you say, Consciousness never says 'no' to anything. And Consciousness is what we really are. And yet in the eyes of most people, Maharshi and Gandhi are OK, but Hitler and Osama should not have existed at all...even if we can understand that they are all from the same void. Seen from the standpoint of the Void, there cannot be any judgment. From the point of view of the mind, however, there's always judgment. How do you look at that? Is there an(y) answer to the question 'Why is this?'

Ch: Our problems always arise when we look at 'what is' and then say 'no' to what we see. If we're only willing to say 'yes' to the more comfortable manifestations of Consciousness, then we're taking the position that we, (in all of our ego-based 'wisdom') magically know better than the universe about what 'should' be unfolding in it. The mind, it seems, automatically wants to prioritize whatever's being presented to it and to put it into some kind of self-created hierarchy. These arbitrary stratifications, then, become both justified and energized through the judgments that the mind makes about its own selections. But, in the great cosmic drama of life, there are plenty of parts for everyone... no matter how poorly they might be behaving. I'm quite sure, for example, that Shakespeare loved his villains just as much as he loved his heroes. Why? Because he knew that these opposites arise simultaneously and that they each secretly depended on the other like different sides of the same coin. Seen in this light, then, villains like Hitler and Osama give the rest of us a glorious opportunity to rise up and become more heroic. Plays and stories without any conflict are very boring and are quickly forgotten. This ongoing struggle between heroes and their villains, however, forms the very core of great drama... both on stage and off.

Whatever you resist persists.

A: In your book I read the following: 'When you resist the Void, the Void seems to resist you. If you make the Void 'wrong,' then the Void starts making you 'wrong.' Remember, this (w)hole thing is about echoes and reflections' This quote being an answer to a question in a 'cosmic conversation' as you have called it. I do not understand this at all. How is it possible that: if everything is as it is, that there is some 'you' making something wrong. Wouldn't this 'you' be the Void itself?

Ch: Yes, of course this 'you' is also the Void too because there's really no separate 'you' there at all. It's all only consciousness. However, the Void apparently resists itself whenever it seems to take an egoic position that 'something shouldn't be happening.' However, as Werner Erhard pointed out, 'Whatever you resist, persists.' In other words, any ego-based resistance to 'what is' is a lot like trying to put out a fire by using gasoline. Obviously, it only exacerbates the problem. Notice too, that the word 'wrong' is in quotes because the Void favors neither 'right' nor 'wrong.' It just 'is as it is.' You become aligned with the Void when you completely give up your attachment to the fruits of your so-called efforts. In other words, any apparent conflict with the Void begins the moment that you start demanding a specific outcome, though in truth, things-will-be-the-way-that-things-will-be. Period. Remember that it's not the actions themselves that create the bondage. It's your attachment to the results of the actions (through your belief in the do-ership of them) that fuels any apparent conflict.

A: Chuck, you say: 'You become aligned with the Void when you completely give up your attachment to the fruits of your so-called efforts.' Would it ever be possible for the mind not to go into conflict with the void?

Ch: Words like 'ego' and 'mind' are only concepts, and, as such, are intrinsically limited in their ability to describe the true reality of 'what is.' The egoic mind will never be enlightened because it's not in its nature to be at rest. Whenever you're talking about 'mind' the question immediately arises: 'Well, whose mind are you referring to?' It appears that the concept of an egoic 'mind' only manifests whenever there's any opposition to 'what is.' On the other hand, when the so-called mind is fully aligned with 'what is,' then that's what the Zen masters call 'no-mind,' and it unfolds through what the Taoists call 'non-action.' Remember, however, that the concepts of 'ego' and 'mind' both appear within the largest context (i.e. 'what is') and, since nothing is ever rejected by Consciousness, neither of them is ever considered to be a 'problem.'

The greatest obstacle to enlightenment is your belief that you're not already enlightened.

A: In your book I read the following about enlightenment: 'It is only the realization that there never was any Gateway to Enlightenment to begin with nor was there ever any separate person (like an individual 'you') that was really present at all who could be walking through it.' Could you tell me something about how and when this became completely clear to you?

Ch: I was referring to the 'gateless gate' as spoken of by Mumon, the famous 13th century Zen master. The gate supposedly marks the apparent boundary between the 'before' and the 'after' of awakening. Prior to realization, it appears that there really is some kind of gate that you have to walk through to become enlightened. However, after awakening, the great discovery is that this so-called 'gate' or boundary was never really there at all. As Maharshi once said, 'The greatest obstacle to enlightenment is your belief that you're not already enlightened.' Because awakening transcends both space and time, though, it's like a 'non-event.' But then, how does this 'non-event' ever actually happen at all? Well, nothing will become clear only when there's no separate one really there to realize that there's really nothing there to realize.

A: A very clear answer. I also asked you if you could tell me something about how and when it became completely clear to you? Is there a 'reason' to a-void this question?

Ch: Well, just like there was no separate one really 'there' for anything to have become clear to, there's also no separate one over 'here' who's now trying to avoid this question. Trying to identify the 'who-what-where-how-when' of awakening only encourages the mind to want to continue to chase its own 'tale' (deliberately misspelled). In short, it's all just more stuff to add to the ongoing story-of-your-life. Anything that's said about it only feeds the ego's delusion that there really was an 'historical event' called 'awakening' that had actually happened to someone, and that this event had occurred somewhere within linear time (i.e. on such-and-such a calendar date). In truth, though, nothing happened... and to no one!!!

A: A: Well Chuck, That's an answer that leaves not much doubt (although the 'mind' is not completely satisfied). I would like to close this interview with the following quote I read in the book 'The Tenth Man' by Wei Wu Wei: 'The void must be void, also, of voidness.' Chuck I would like to invite you to have the last word on this interview.

Ch: First of all, I want to acknowledge my friend Dick de Boom for creating the space and opportunity for us to share these dialogues together. I'm both grateful and appreciative for his efforts to make these teachings available for all who might be interested.
Well, since Dick has invited me to say a few final words, these are some of the random thoughts that showed up: Essentially, my 'mission' is to dis-illusion you. I want to encourage you to punch 'wholes' in the story of who-you-think-you-are. Stop 'making-up-your-mind,' and, instead, practice touching the entrancing world of forms more lightly. You can only play the Song-of-God on the cosmic piano by living each moment as if you're arriving...and departing...at the very same instant. You won't have time to cling to your attachments if you're always free-falling into the love that you already are.
Live courageously from the Heart. After all, do you want a safe life or do you want an authentic life? Be willing to fully and consciously 'live-the-risk-that-life-is' while remembering that, at the same time, everything changes and everything ends.
Sadly, though, most people live as if they're only extras in their own movie. You are not an extra, a minor character or even one of the 'co-stars.' You are, in fact, the Star. So... start starring because it's all Star. And all of 'IT' is just for you. Remember, you are 'what is.'
Since opposites arise simultaneously, it's true that, without you, I'm nothing. And, vice versa. In making 'Much Ado About Nothing,' we learn to recreate new imaginary friends like we once had in childhood. Now, however, we just call these imaginary friends 'everyone else.' Since they're here to play in your play, you should honor them for contributing to your awakening. Since you're always walking among your gurus, learn to patiently accept their grace gracefully... even if it doesn't look like grace. Heaven, after all, is only the graceful alignment with (and unconditional acceptance of) 'what is.' Buddha once said, 'This very body is the Buddha. This very place is the Lotus paradise.' So if it's not right here and right now, then it's not anywhere. Each and every moment is another opportunity for joyous celebration. And, since 'It' will always be there, even the chaos that shows up on your path needs to be celebrated, too. Instead, we often create our own hell by living fearfully among the ego-based concepts of 'me, mine and more.'
If duality is: 'Nothing pretending that it's something,' then non-duality is: 'Nothing remembering that it's only pretending.' So, look to (and in) your own Self. The Dhammapada said that: 'You are your own refuge. There is no other refuge.' To know thy Self, you have to learn to 'no' thy self.
Finally, please remember that it's really OK to sing and dance along the way. As Maharshi once said, 'It is all only a great game of pretending.'

Chuck's website: www.chuckhillig.com
An online video interview can be found at: www.wisdomteachers.com/drdennis27.html 
Other books by Chuck Hillig::
• Enlightenment for beginners
• The way it is
• Seeds For The Soul
(These three books form The Enlightment Trilogy)

[interview: Dick de Boom]

The Meaning of Life

An American businessman was at the pier of a small coastal Mexican village 
when a small boat with just one fisherman docked. 
Inside the small boat were several large yellowfin tuna. 
[image: image13.jpg]


The American complimented the Mexican on the quality of his fish and asked how long it took to catch them.
The Mexican replied only a little while. 
The American then asked why didn't he stay out longer and catch more fish?
The Mexican said he had enough to support his family's immediate needs.
The American then asked, 'But what do you do with the rest of your time?'
The Mexican fisherman said, 'I sleep late, fish a little, play with my children,
take siesta with my wife Maria, stroll into the village each evening where I sip wine and play guitar with my amigos. I have a full and busy life, senor.'

The American scoffed, 'I am a Harvard MBA and I could help you.
You should spend more time fishing and with the proceeds buy a bigger boat, 
with the proceeds from the bigger boat you could buy several boats, 
eventually you would have a fleet of fishing boats. 
Instead of selling your catch to a middleman you would sell directly to the processor, 
eventually opening your own cannery. 
You would control the product, processing and distribution.
You would need to leave this small coastal fishing village and move to Mexico City, 
then LA and eventually NYC where you will run your expanding enterprise.'
The Mexican fisherman asked, 'But senor, how long will this all take?'
To which the American replied, '15-20 years.'
'But what then, senor?'
The American laughed and said, 'That's the best part. 
When the time is right you would announce an IPO and sell your company stock
to the public and become very rich, you would make millions.'
'Millions, senor? Then what?'
The American said, 'Then you would retire. 
Move to a small coastal fishing village where you would sleep late, 
fish a little, play with your kids, take siesta with your wife, 
stroll to the village in the evenings where you could sip wine and play your guitar with your amigos.'

(author unknown)
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AMIGO, a periodically appearing web-magazine, is a platform for texts about diverse Non-dualistic approaches. Said more poetically: Amigo wants to show 'you' in that empty chair, that you see at the head of this magazine, that you have found unconditional friendship.
Every issue will in any case contain texts by Wolter Keers and be in the spirit, which he gave to the magazine 'Yoga Advaita' founded by him.
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