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Tear Dr. Merrell-Wolff,

It may be that I am taking an undue liberty by
writing you this kind of letter. I hope not. What I want is
_permission to call on you sometime socn. And the reason I wish
to see you is simply that I have reﬁd through your book, "Pathways
Through to Space", for the second time and now realize that if it
is genuine (and my whole being is cénvinced that it is genuine)
then no Bodhisattva or Avatar like yourself has been known in the
history of the West. Such an advent must be a wondrous rarity.
But you will know if this is overstatement.

| I am desirous %o enter the presence of a Liberated
Man because I want Liberation myself. That is the only reason.

My present search got underway in the winter of
1943, when I wes in the army; and no other person converted me.
Whilé reading a scripture I realized quite suddenly that my
ultimate end was indeed Union-with God. Soon after this, I read
the Surangama Sutra for the first time, though with more s?iritual
relish than insight. Much later, during the battle of Germany,

I was again reading the Sutra while stationed on é Rhon mountain,
and one night I realized that this whole world could only be

hallucination, a theatrical Lila, and (despite the horror) the



cosmos was almost a theodicy, because in truth all "souls" had
ascended eternally into Nirvana already. The idea brought me

a great relief, and opened my mind to subsequent,less primitive
realizations.

In a camp near Rheims during 1945, I read Shankara
for the first time (part of his Atmabodha) and.a&so Asvaghosha,
both of whon I delightedly enthroned beside the Mahayana Buddha,
the most préfound Enlightenerbl knew of. When the atomic bomb
occurred I was horrified and turned into a pacifist overnight,
vowing to do ndthing in the future but destroy my selfhood and
"attain Transcendence". ({Bxcept fo'ipevitable sidetracks since
then, I've had only one real ambition--to have Liberation and
help others to have the same) In a forest in the suburbs of Rheims
I launched into more or less Systemétic periods of meditation,
trying to put Patanjali's yoga into practice. With little sﬁccess.
Though the aftermath of such blind concentrations occasionally
gave rise to ecstatic moments when the mind was moving freely in
a slow rhythm. Formal meditation has occupled part of my time
until now.

Last year the army discharged me. To return to the
University of California at Berkeley sinply didn't seem worthwhile.
No ongcould major in Recognition at a university. The end of the
kalpa scemed at hand, a frightful cataclysm. Then last summer
in Los Angeles, I was interested in the so-called Vedanta taught

by the Vedanta Society, and in the fall Swaml Prabhavananda invited



me tolcome live in the ashram with him at Santa Barbara. After
about twp months in this atmosphere of.dualistic Hinduism I
voluntarily left, without being initiated by the Swami or‘
accepting any personal instruction from hin.

My only recent success in contemplation--or hope
of’ true Dhyana—-has dome by following your own words, with which
I feel complete accord. Each concept set forth by you seems not
only effectively true and beautiful but élmost familiar from the
first reeding: +the perfect and irmemorial Dharma unstained by
any raciasl theclogy or cherished opinions.

Now by all this talk of mine, you can perceive that
I really want more of you than one visit. That is true. Even
though the Enlightened Ones who remain here below to enlighten
the people are often grossly imposed upon by spiritusl aspirants
like myself, yet I hope that you will be my Guru. Such exalted
Teachers as yourself are hopelessly few and fa? between; in America
and Burope they are unheard of. But pleasé do not allow me to
intrude in any wéy. Whether you decide to see me or not, or
whether you find thnt I have not ascended high enough to bhe a
disciple of yéurs, is a matter for your judgment slone.

And vhat would I desire from you as a Guru?

Your Presence above all. I am certain you will give me whatever
is right. If you could permit me to see you not moré than a few
times each yesr, it would be enough. On the other hand, if you

would let me comeifortnightly or weekly or daily even, I would



be very happy. As a natter of fact, under those conditions, it
would be easy for me to take up residence near San Fernando, for
I have no profession or permanent occupation or finances and my
only concern is with Liberation and right livelihood. Agd the
possibility of serving you in any way; But above all, do not
suffer my importunate eaperness if it is unworthy.

From occasional references in your_bbok I infer
that you have taught classes of some type, snd so I would like
to join any class you might be conducting. However, I am
illiterate in mathematics and physics, though metaphysics and
philosophy are not entirely beyond me.

I an now twenty-three years of age and disgustingly
normal and sane (except for this spiritual preoccupation) but

earer to frame my life around whaterer advice you will give me.

Very truly yours,

Gl e



San Fernando, Callf,,
Feb. 9, 1947,

Dear Mr, Gardner:

Rarely do we find aspirants of your age who have
had the inpight which came to you on the Rhin mountaln, It was :
indeed good to hear from you and we would be happy to see youw
when that may become convenlent. There is a lot of philosophy
in your insight - of the kind which 1s not often acceptable to
the western mind, even among spiritmally oriented students., Of
the two Doors of the Mind given in Ashvaghosha's "Awakening of
Faith" it i1s the Door leading to the differentiations of
appearing and disappearing, of life and death which carries the
primary reallity value to the western mind, To such a one the
splritual problem naturally appears to be that of melloration,
Yeot, although such effort certalnly has its place and is by
no means to be desplsed, however, Reallzaticn, Liberation and
Enllghtenment in the higher sense mean the Awakening through the
Higher Door to the Pure Essence. Then, from the perspective of
that Higher Door the whole world of the lower door does appear
as an "hallucination, a theatrical Lila" as you so aptly say. _
Yes, it 18 true that all "souls had ascended eternally into g
Nirvana already" or, rather, with more exactness, they never had \
descended and never could be other than eternally identical
with Nirvana in their inmost nature. This is to say esgentlally
what the Sixth Patriarch meant when he sald the inmost nature of
all creatures ig Buddha. All thils is true enough. But now a
problem arlses which aust be faced, though it 1s far from easy.

What 1s the use of the second door if 1t leads to such nightmarish
hallucinations as we now experience in this world? And, How may

ve relate ourselves from the standpoint of the lnsight of
Reallzation to the problems of the second door? Creatures dying

by starvatlon and torture and baffled by all sorte of frusprations
and disillusiponments do not respond very readily to the shtement
that 1t 18 all just a bad dream and that all which is needed 1is

to wake-up, tmue as that may be, The dream has a simply

terrible force. The dreamer somehow must be met on the level of .
hls dream untlil a more favorable condition is reached, Here we —
have problems which try the metal of even the greatest,

R

You speak of not returning to the University becuase you could
not there major in Recognition and a frightful cataclysm seexs to
be lmpending, True enough. But here we have that which bears
upon the functlion of the second door, This "dream-world" does
have 1ts use and the greatest use, as I gee it, lies in its
capaclty to build the power of self-consclousness, In this, psin
is a great teacher, though not the only teacher, The power of
Self-consclousness between the realized Buddha and the innate
Buddhahood of all creatures. One might advisedly by a student to
the end though he were the last man in a dying world, The University
might kx or might not have what you most need, but I do not think
that even an impending catgclyem 18 necessarily a sufficlent
reason for turning one's back upon it. It all depends upon the
individual or circumstance :



It is not surprising that your experiments with Patanjali's
Yoga were not Wery successful. On the whole, Indlan methods do
not work too well with western man, It 1s the combination of the
right man and the right method which gives results. The old
Indiang had the lnsight in highest degree and the Goal they en-
vigaged 1s the Universal Goal, but method 13 relative. In the end,
each of us finds his own Way, and any Way that works ls right, in
the relative sense. But there are general principles of method
vwhich apply to specific races and cultures. For us of the West
this is a ploneering problem,

You suggest becoming a Chela, With respsct to this I will
quote the words of an Elder Brother in answer to a simlliar
inquiry, "To accept any man as a Chela does not depend on ay
- personal will, It can only be the resuli of one's personal merit
and exertions in that direction, Force any one of the 'Masters'
you may happen to choose; do good works in his name and for the
love of mankind; be pure and resolute in the path of righteous-
ness {(as laid out in our rules); be honest and unselfish; forget
your gelf but to remember the good of other people - and you will
have forced that 'Master' to accept you." But temember that if
you. can foce the hand of the Gurm you win hig respect and approval,

You geem to0 have some understanding of the office of the
Bodhlsattva and the Avatar. But perhaps you do not reallze that
such may be seen only with the inner Eye., The objective shell
xay be qulie other than what one expectas. Objective appearance
is a Maya which as often vells xwmik as reveals. Aspirants are
often tested as to thelr discrimination, But he who is pure,
earnest and determined will find that which he seeks., He who
would attain the Great Jewel must be willing to offer all, even
the renunciation of the Reward itself. Yet to be able to do this
is to Win, For then gelf has dled to be replaced by the ALL-SELF.

If you should choose to come to San Fernando, you may do go,
But you should let us know before hand. Wwe have a telephone,
San Fernando 6833. I suggest that if you are in the vacinity
you make a telephone call and arrange for an appointment.

May the blessing of the Light of the Dharma shine about you,

Yours very sincersly, '
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Dear Relds

At last I prppose to consider on paper sone features
in your excellent discussions. In particular I shall devote
attention to your discussion of ;elf-analyasls as this presents the
very crucial differcence between tradltionsl Bud<hism and the Vedanta
of Shankara.

As I gce it, the primary question 1s: Is there a Self whlch has
a reality-value not inferior to that of the object of consclcusness?
The question thus stated does not réise the problem as to whether
the Self 4s the ultirate *Self-existence but only as to whether
i1t -has a relatlive belng not inferlior to the objJect of consclousness.
From the stindpoint I have had to take since the eighth of Sept.
1936 the S3lf i1s not such a Self-existence and in go far my poaitlon
18 congruent with Buddhism. But a vast number of statéments in the
Sutrasi indicate that Buddhism, at lezst in sonme of its exoterle
forms, goes further than this and gives the Self eithsr no rsallity-
value or, at best, a reality valwe inferlor to that of the object.
One quotation from your quotation will illustrate this. "All things
are vold of an Atmen'., I assume that the word "Atman" 1s used as
axsynx an equivalent of the word "Seif", though the intended neaning
might be éifferent. I have used the two words as identlcal in
meaning in ny writings nd for the sake of the argument wlll assume
that the Buddhist use is the same, admitting the possibility of
error at this point. But returning to the quotation. The form of
the statenent irplies at least a relative relalty-value for "things"
which is denied to the "Self". "Things" at least have an existent-
ial valus sufficlent to Justdlfy a positive statement concerning
them, Indeed, if the word 1s used rigorously, it sounds llke a
predication of existence for that which 1s outside congclousness
in every sehse, as otherwise the word "objects" would have to be
used, That would be shéer materilalism., But it way be only verbal
inaccuracy sc I shall not make a point of this,

In go far as traditional Buddhism gives to the Self a relative
reality-value inferior to that of the objJect my own standpoint
must dlverge froxz Budchlsm, and this 1t nmust do eventhough 1t were
proven that such was the actual teaching of Gautoma, If He did
so teach I would have to regird it as a defect in Hls inslght and
logloc. This 1s not something I do readlly because of nry great
respect for the Great Buddha. However, we cannot be certaln of
Just what Buddha's real teaching was,

To clear the fleld, let us firet deflne jJjust what we shall mean
by the"Self"., I understand it as identical with the word "Atman",
as noted above, Further, I understandit as identidl with the terms
"pure subject" and "subjective moment" of consclousness, Also, it
is the refferent of the pronoun "I" considered as neither personal
nor capable of declination in the gramatical sense, l.e., only can
be used correctly in the nominative case and never becomning a "rze"
or a "my". 1In additlon, I sug est the "Self" as meaning the "Light
of Consciousness" while the object would be the "shadow of Con-
sciousness”, 1,e., that which 1s cast upon the Screen cf the Void
through the action of the Light. It may be also called the "Power
of Awareness" in Consciousness, in which case “awareness" 1s not



to be understood as identlcal in meaning with the word "conscious-
ness”, "Coneciousness" would be a more comprehensive term including
along with the potantial of A¥Arness th2 content of awareness as wik

well, >4f

W7ith the "Self" considered as ddfined above the ascumptions
you make preceeding your analysis would be impossible, I believe
that, glven your assumptions, the rest of the argument follows
logloally enough. The ccnelusion was the inevitabls consequence
of the assumptions., I do not challenge the logic but the corect-
nesg of the assumptions. The "Belf" conceived as something which
can be observed leada undoubtedly to the infinite regression as yow
have shown so clearly. Put if the "Self" is the pure subject it
can neveyr be oObserved, Concrete subjective determinants of *
relative consclousness can be observed by Introspectlon, but this
is not pure subjectivity. It may even bs possible to obsoerve
the integrsting center of personal or Individual consclousness
for whlch the terms lower and higher ego are often wsed., It ls a
fundarentsl error to confuse the "Self" with elther of thece. They
msy well be viewed as functicnally elmiliar to glasses placed before
the eyes, Vision passes through the glasses end is modifled by
them as by color and prism dlstortion. But the glasses are
distinct from the essense of vision. Looking through the gliéses
and forgetting ther we ray fall into the error of predlcating
concerning vislon that which i1s trwe of the glasess, bult not of.
vision per se. By the appropriate means we can observe the
glasses, but that is not observing the obeerver., We might, por-
haps, say that vision possesses the glasses, but it would be
wholly incorrect to say that the glasses possess visloh. Simile
arly, I might correcly speak of my "ego" but 4t wouid never be
correct to eay_%z 8elf, when the latter tera is understood as
pure subjectivity. '

So fer the argument 1s purely verbsl, & sori of dlalectical
clearing of the ground, Later we shall consider the reslly
inportant question of whether ve have something more than a
verbal aggument., But first let ue define ouraelves as to subject
and ohject a little more clearly. Let us assuze that ordlnary
or relative consclousnesgs 1ls a dualistic or subject-~object con~
sciousness, Second, le! us assuze that in any dwallty the com-
ponent nembers are of opposite charactersc that if the two members,
say A and B, are added, they Jjust neutrallze each cther, What one
has the other does not have, et vlsa versa. In that case, the
object never can be the subject in the pure sense, nor the subjlect
ah object. In a word, the subject could never be observed, for
then it would be an object, contrary to primary assumption, But
relative consclousness 1s subjective-objective, by primary
assunpption and I am aware of objects. Objects by themselves do
not glve immxedlately the subjlective component, Bherefore, it
follows (a) that the subject must be and (b) that it is unseen
and unseeable, For otherwise consclousness wculd not be sub-
Jective objective.

If now we not only assume but recognlze relative consclousness
as subjective-objlective then the reality of the subjective moment
or Self is a necessary inference, I submit that this Inference
is more soundly grounded than most of the linferences which we must
make ing order to live, I wo 1ld certainly maintain that its



derivation is more rigorous than any of the infersnces of empiric
sclence and,therefore, pragratically justified, But definitely
this is not direct reasiizublion of the Jelf. It 1s nol irmecdlate
knowledge and the aystlcal transforzatlion depends upon such
innedlacy,

If by"Self-knowledge" we mean knoweldge of the Sclf as an object
Self-knowleoge is lupossible. Is 1t possible tnat Buddhistio
analysls went no furiner than tals? You have made me wonder,
Poernaps I have assuned mors profundity on the part of the Buddhists
than wae justifisd. Could 1t be that here is a blind-spot in that
vwhole traaition and that to urderstand thex correctly they must
be taken in a more superficial sense? On this question you have
led me to a lot of sericus thinking. Perhaps, I, too, will have
to apply wome iconoclasr to portions of the Buddhlstle teaching.
Negatlion can become a gort of idol In reveirse.

Now, I know that Self-realizatlon is possible, but this is not
knowledge of un objJect. Perhaps we uight call the process an
inverse cognition, I shall have to describe what I mean by thin.

If one studiss the process of cognition, either sensual or con-
ceptual, with careful subtlty he will find something llke a flow

out toward the object, Thnis flow may be likensd 'to a light-ray.

The flow can be observed, itself, in some mexsure and it can ve

more or less coapletely stopped, The object can be made t¢ disappesar
and in its place may be found elther & sense of darkness or of light.
It may even induce an ecstatlic state of more or less intensity.

Now reverse the flow, which is a process of profound introversion,
and you have 8slf- realigation, It 1ls a atate of the Light centerad
in Iteelf and not flowing to objects, It ie like beginning a
judgment starting with “I" and going no further, This is the
isolation of the subjectiva-ronents The absolute dissolution of

the objaect is not necessary, for one may achlovs his reallzation

by reflecting only part of the ray tack, This avolds trance.

A atep of the kind outlined in the last paragraph can produce
results, Actually, such & atep started the procese which made
"Pathways" possible, And that prooess did not rasult in a fix-
atlion in pure subjectivity but opened the way for the espontansous
outbreak of the state I have called "Consclousness-without-an-
object-andy withoutsa-subject"., This appears to be idential with
what the Buddhists mean by "Essence of Mind",

Now, as to the character of the Self as revealed by Self-
realization in so far asc 1t may be interprsted in a conceptual
Judgment, Its character is Light, whereas "Consciousness-without-
an-object" 4s nelther light nor dmpkness. (It 1s reflected in the
outer consciousness as a sort of twilight) There is no beconring
nor ceasing in i1t. It nelther suffers nor enjoys., It is the
utterly impersonal and absolutely universal Witness. Reallzation
results in detachment from one's own personality corbined with the
knowledge of being equally present in all creatures,_ It is
absolutely monistic., There is no such thing as a pl@élity of
Selves, In contrast, Consciousness-without-an-object is not many

and not one.

Is the relation of the Subject to the ObjJect horizontal or



vertical? It 1s possible that the final answer must be "Both",
‘But my own realization zives the vertical relationshlp, By that

I efan that the dynanic energy flows from the Subject to the
Objact, thereby giving the the former causal priority. Awareness
projects the objJect of awarsness, This mskes the relationship
hierarchical. Hewever, 1 nmust leave open the question as to
vhether the step to That vhilch 1s neither objJect nor subjlect

can be taken directly from objectively oriented consclousness.

The Buddhlstic teaching sesms to Inply this poesibility and I am
improgased with the competency of the Buddhistic Sages., But, to be
perfectly frank, tholr speech in this respect sounds like nonaence
to me., I know Immadlately that the Path through thae Subject is
possible and 1 do not know that any other Path is possible, though
I asoune inferentially that such Paths exist.

Thers are coridain impllcations of your destructive analynis
vhich you ray have not considered., If direct knowledge of the
Self 1s to e denled becavse the Self cannot be made into an
object for observatlon, then on thnis ground we must throu over-
board both the notlon of the Unconscious and of the Great Vold or
Shunyata, Both von Hartmann and Jung are expliclt in affirming
thelr notlion of the Unconsclovs on inductlve grounds. It cannot
be realized directly simply for the reason that to realize it is
to deatroy 1ts nature s&»& unconsclous, Second, Shunvata is definitely
definsd as not an object as well as not a subject. Therefore
1t cannot be known as an object of consclousness, If it can be
realized (which It can) 41t must be by some other means of cognitilon,
which reprodnces the point I have made concsrning the knowledge of
the Self, BSo you see that 1f your lconoclasm 18 carried through
conslistently without exempting a personally preferr@ﬁg?bu vould
have to deny Shunyatn, T2o or Nohm along with everything else
and wind up in absolute nihilism, It may be suggested that belief

in an arbltrary personal god can be more fun than that,
HFREAR

In one of your other letters in which you devoted considerable
space in throwing overboard practically everyihing that could be
imsgined, with the.posszible exception of beepteaks, you listed
evolution, Thils leads to some very interesting considerations.

Row I know that from the most uttiamste point of view thsre is

no relativity, All creatures from atoms to gods and all between
have precisely the samemeaning, It may be said that there is

no difference between the pure clay in an ordinary brick .and the
clay in the finest production of ceramic art. Thus the Buddha-
nature 1s preclsely the same in all creatures and there is neither
high nor low. It 1s a sort of absotute derxocracy. I know the
truth of this in the abaolute sense., But it does not therefore
fullow that evolutlon is irrelevant .with respect to reslization,

1 assume that as a practical matter we are not working to get the
Absoclute enlightened. I have never felt that there was any real
need of being compassionate toward the poor dear Absclute, but if
there were I would grant you that evolution is irrelevant. It must
be granted that as an empiric fact Realizatlon does make a differene
for the consclousness of the relative heing who knows Realization,
however true it is that in the absolute sense, nothing has happened.
Now, from the relative slde (the only side relevant for Compassion)
evolution may be important and even highly important., But assume
it 1s not, Then one may conclude that he could devote himself to



the enlightenment of earth-worms wlth just as much hope of success
and with results of no less significance as conmparsi to 3fford
oriented to the most eavclvad true Brahmin, In fact the crystals
of granite rock might suggest a particularly righ fleld since there
are 5o many of them, A nunber of interesting questilons argise

as, for instance: How wonld the Tharma manifest in the case of an
snlightened cow? 1 inagine we would get some Suttras oven less
comprehensible than the Zen,

Now, sericusly, 1f I knew howto facllitate the breaking through
to the_Suchness in the cass of cows, earthworms, granilte-chrystals,
ete., L would not do it for this break-throwiwould not be
Enlightennzent. For, remember, the Suchne.:s is just asg ruch {zrkness
as IT 4ie Light. In the case of the inzufficlently evclved the
breakthrew 'would mean return to darknoss ond that is not Enlighten-
ment. In order thaqt the breakthrou?khall bo Enlightenment the
relative consciousness nuat have beccre ascendent cver the Une
consclous in the individual 1ife., Only when this point is reached
does denlal of thse will-to-llve lead to something higher. C(nly
the few, even among nen, have evolved tha relative ccnsclousnesg
principle to this point.

Now, cnes the above 13 grented, bbe hlerarchical princlple
becomes significant, 4And 1t is significant nobt only in the relativs
order qua relative, hut with respect to Enlightoenment itcelf.

But Af we grant the exigtence of and relavance of evolution
1t becomes arbitrary to view wman as the end-product. There must
be the trans-human, vhether we c¢all such gods or by any other
nama. Relations in the whole hierarchy can become significant
even for the way of Enlightennent,



