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2A + 3A + 3B + 3C = last part of transcription in the PDF file

2 or more lectures appear on this tape set, described below (see fragment 3D)

Total time

Transcription status
Partial transcription published. Remainder transcribed 2007.

Transcription is done but pieces of transcription need to be fitted together.

Published in what book?

Published on which website? SearchWithin.Org, TAT Forum : start: http://tatfoundation.org/forum2001-
12.htm#1b

Remarks VERY COMPLICATED. SEE SPECIAL SECTION BELOW. Several
fragments.

Audio quality
Muddy in places, clear in other.

A bunch of fragments recorded at different levels.

Identifiable voices Harnish, Cergol, Franta

To do

Replace above table with data template.

Notes

This document is a revision created by combining two fragments:

1. Lecture originally published as “1974 – Zen and Common Sense

2. Continuation of same originally distributed as as Kent State Group Meeting 4/28/1977 – DRAFT

The “original” transcription has the Essay, to be included here as an Appendix.

Date of the talk:

Two days earlier Rose gave 1977-0426-Intro-to-Albigen-System-Cleveland. That talk is mentioned 2 times in
the present lecture (search on Cleveland). He mentions the phrase “common sense” 6 times in the Cleveland
lecture. He refers in the Kent Talk to 2 statements he made in Cleveland ("as I said the other night in Cleveland"
or some such): 1.) a person changing how they feel based on their clothes, 21) that the finite mind can’t know
the infinite. So by at least 3 items the date of this talk is confirmed.

PZ Newsletter April, 1977 << this is now in the footnote

"Mr. Rose gave a talk, Thursday, April 28, at the Student Union. About 45 people were in attendance."

see discussion page for “stubs” of fragments
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Procedure A) paste the two fragments into this document

B) play the mp3 files, reviewing the transcription, add the minute marks.

C) Identify the best version (s) of the recording

D) sort out all the files known as “Zen and Common sense” or with the date 4/28/97

E) See if the included version of “The Reality of Thought” in Zen and CS is the same or different from the
version in 1977-0405-Zen-Columbus-containing-The-Reality-Of-Thought

F) Figure out how the talk in Cleveland got mixed in and what it might be.

Available MP3 versions:

MJ-1, MJ-2, SN-1, SN-2, DM, RC–- find SH version

Shawn’s audio seems to be the best so far.

sn1-1977-0428-Zen-and-Common-Sense-KSU - lecture start

Was first pasted from SearchWithin RTF version, but then edited as marked:

sn1-00:00

R. ?? pause, shuffling papers 12 seconds

Well, [a child says something, Rose chuckles]

Our approach to Zen is one of common sense. Sometimes the people who have been in the group or who have
been acquainted with us for awhile – occasionally some of them will give up and say, "There's an objective here
that I don't think I can reach."

And this may be true for a good many people. And sometimes the family of people who are associated with the
group will say, "Hey...." Like one fellow from Pittsburgh – his father knew he joined and thought it was a good
idea, because since he joined he hadn't been smoking pot. So he belonged for awhile, and finally the father said
to the boy, "What are you doing down there?"

He said, "We're looking for the truth." And the father said, "Well, hurry up and find it, so you can tell a few
people and then go back to work."

A lot of people pick it up after they read a little Zen literature – that there's an ultimate objective, of an ultimate
knowledge. Not just a way of life, just a cult, in which you get together and harmonize with similar people. But
there is an ultimate objective that when some people hear of it, it frightens them.

Because it involves – if you read some of the literature you can pick up a hint of it – it involves a change of
being. A change of a person's perspective; an entirely new understanding of the universe. And a negation of
possibly a tremendous lot of values that you functioned by previously.

And there's a double reaction to this. One is, first of all, that it's unattainable. And the second is, "If we don't
attain it, what good is it? What good is it to lead a life or follow a system if you're not sure of making the whole
trip and finding out the secret of everything?"



Now the answer to that is that there is common sense in Zen. And the longer that you follow the self-
confrontation, the self-analysis, the better off you are to just live with yourself, and for other people to live with
you. Because you drop a lot of the poses which you previously had, and which previously got you into trouble.
And you take a new, broader view of things because your egos are not in the way, destroying your friendships,
and destroying your family, your financial possibilities even.

But I maintain that Zen is worthwhile. Or I wouldn't have spent these years talking with no financial
remuneration. And I think that it has two major advantages, for those who indulge in it. One is psychological, as
I hinted before; you become a better person. And of course the other one is a spiritual realization.

And when we talk of spiritual things we talk of religion, philosophy, anything that brings you to the point of
knowing who you are and knowing what your relationship is to the visible cosmos and the invisible possibilities
of life after death.

And I note that other systems are lacking – or I wouldn't have gotten into Zen and I wouldn't advise Zen. And
the psychological systems are lacking: because they search for what I call a packaged method of helping people
become better animals in the herd, rather than people who have a knowledge of their own mind. This is the
trend in modern psychology, or current psychology.

In religion of course, the thing for centuries has been to placate and pacify the masses with fable and fairy-tale
and some promise of a happy hunting ground later – with no real realization of it. No real proof of it, let's say, or
even a good understanding of such that might happen to you when you die.

So – what are we curious about? I maintain that everyone is searching for the truth. I've said this repeatedly. I
don't believe – we classify people and we say the truth about the people they're living with – to know more
about the personalities of those people and that sort of thing.

The steelworker wants to know how to put out better steel – the truth of mechanical processes – the
mathematician wants to know of better mathematics, and the physicist wants to know more about the atom,
which is a search for the truth in itself. And so on.

Everyone is curious. Some don't take the time. Some are defeated before they start by believing they're too
small to find out. And I don't think this is the proper pose.

But regardless, the systems – which millions of people follow and build churches and monuments to – fail to
provide the proper answers.

And we get into certain categories on this. We get into categories of people who advise you to believe: Just don't
think, believe. And some or many of the people are convinced to just believe.

There are three major questions in life. And you can gauge any philosophy, ism, or movement by the way they
answer these three questions. The first is: "Where did we come from?" The second is: "Who are we?" (Or –
"What is life?") The third is: "Where are we going?"

Now this is the province of religion. It's also the province of philosophy, and "Who are we?" is the province of
psychology. None of these questions, I maintain, are answered properly and with the common sense that would
encourage people to stay with such a theory, religion, ism, or whatever.

Let us start off with the first one. For instance, what is yesterday? We look upon yesterday as that which is past,
as something which is similar to the future, except that we have experienced it. The future we haven't
experienced. And we look upon it as a time element we can measure.



Sure, with our radioactive instruments we can guess how many thousands of years a certain being existed on the
planet, or something of that sort, or how old the planet is itself. And we get an idea of what I call retrograded
time. But is it possible to really measure this time, when you get to thinking about it, in relation to what is the
present?

What is the basis of everything I've just said, now in the past? The present is a split second, if there is such, that
is here somewhere in between what I'm going to say and what I have said. Because as soon as I've spoken, it is
past. So time becomes a portion of experience that is hardly estimable, in the fact that it can't be changed. It is.

We can only view the past as something that is unchangeable, and as a permanent type of experience. And in
view of something that is unchangeable, without variation or motion, and that which is viewed the same by all –
it is something that cannot be re-experienced or changed in experience form. It can be re-experienced in
memory, but it cannot be changed. Whereas in looking forward, to that which we cannot see, we have an idea
that we can change it. This is the eternal hope – of changing that which is rapidly becoming the past.

But regardless, we have no real knowledge of this relation in the past, relative to our space-time concept.

If we have an element called space-time, the past and the future must be pretty much be the same, being not
necessarily a mobile experience, but just a viewing or an experiencing of something which already exists.

So – this is just a proposition. I'm not expounding or trying to convince you of a logical interpretation of space
and time, but I'm just saying we don't know. We don't know actually, except for impressions we get. We get the
idea for instance, that time, the past, has duration, and it has duration similar to the calendar and the clock.

This business of experiencing – when you look back upon the experience lots of time the thing that happened
two weeks ago may be very dim in your mind, whereas something that happened ten years ago may be very
clear. So as far as our experience of past events, perhaps the long-ness of time passing is determined by our
interest in an incident, our attention to an incident, not necessarily the clock or the calendar.

What do you identify as now? If you'll look at the second that is now, we seem to hang continually in a thin
thread of desperate realization, of what is rapidly being cemented into our eternal past, an immobile past –
hoping in that one second of momentary consciousness to change the future. And the past moves up on it so
rapidly, the future becomes the past so rapidly, that we really don't have much chance of changing our lives.

A lot of people think about the ability to have a will. That every human being has a will. That's a delightful
thought, but with the rapidity with which one thought pushes us into another thought, one incident creates a
condition that we have to live in. We go back then to the next question and say, "What are we?" You know,
"Who is here?" And of course, people very seldom stop to think about this. People are aware of the question,
and you generally get a bit of sophistry in the answer: They'll say, "I'm the person that is sitting in front of you,"
or something of the sort.

But we know that there's a different meaning to this question. There's a book by J.J. van der Leeuw (Conquest
of Illusion). Van der Leeuw says that very possibly we are or we could be, a point in space, the end of a ray, or
something of that sort, but because of collective agreement we assume that things have a certain form. An
agreed upon belief and form.

For instance, we know that our senses are limited, and that very much is agreed upon. We know that our retina
receives things upside down in the eyeball and we adjust the picture. The chairs in this room that appear to us as
blue, in the chemical analysis of the composition of color may really not be blue. Black is not black and white is
not white, as we see it. It appears to us that way, but white is the accumulation of all the colors, and black is the
absence of color. So white is every thing but what it looks like, supposedly. This is caused by the reflection of
the different components of the light that strikes the prism.



So consequently – what I'm trying to get at is not to prove that white isn't white, but to say again that we have
limited senses. Our eyeball has a limited retina; there are only so many rods in there. Hearing has a limited
range. Some animals have a better range and pick up different things. And faculties, perhaps. Some animals
seem to have faculties that we don't have. They talk of dogs or certain animals that pick up spirits in a haunted
house. They pick up vibrations that we don't pick up.

So in other words – our world, as we know it, can only come to us through our senses. And if our senses are
limited or twisted or inadequate, then this world may be entirely different from what it appears to us. And if we
can by agreement agree upon a form – all of us agree together that a certain form exists – then it's possible that
the whole picture can somehow be projected or agreed upon.

Are we just a bag of protoplasm? (I'm getting down to the body as we know it and put it in a test tube.) Are we
more than a being with a bunch of conditioned reflexes? This is one of the psychological definitions of what we
are.

Are we more than that? A sentient, as we like to think, self-directing entity that moves freely, willfully, and does
things? And may we prepare ourselves, artfully, willfully, in this dimension – and even prepare for another
dimension which we've postulated and believe in?

Are we anything more than a warm body? In other words, modern psychology is somewhat somatic – it tells us
that we're basically what you see – a more or less protoplasmic reacting body.

We'd like to present ourselves, I think a good many would like to, saying, "Well, we're just here," this is our
rationalization against action, "so let's take care of the body; let's have fun. Let's get along while we're having
fun. Let's make a bit of money, or reproduce, or something of that sort. Because that's what we're going to be
anyway in the final analysis, a record of experience. So let's have some experience."

Another thing is – if we get a particular slant on theology – we get the idea that this creature, this little warm
body, is placed here by a very warm-hearted creature which we call God. And he loves us, and if we love each
other – that's the rule we have to obey more than anything else – and if we love each other and create a
tremendous atmosphere of love, then this God will come down some day, and tell us how much he loves us, and
take us off to an eternal happy hunting ground.

But, we never stop to think that love is something we want. We're trying to impose a condition by preaching it.
Very few people stop to analyze this thing we're talking about when we're talking about love. Mostly they want
people to love them. This is the complaint; it isn't the idea of love of love, it's, "Love me."

And what is love? Is it the compassion for lessers? Or is it the rapport of equals? Now if you stop and think
about that a minute – do you pick somebody that you can manipulate, or are you looking for rapport with an
equal?

Can you love the unknown or a superior creature? Most people talk, you hear it in theology, about wanting to
love God. How can you love a superior creature, especially one you can't see? Can you love God when you find
it impossible to love anything out of your range of rapport?

Do people have rapport with or love only equals, or are they just harmonizing with particular similarities, or
experiencing chemical familiarities? In other words, is chemical familiarity translatable as love? (If you find
two people who harmonize chemically, having physical things in common.)

Can you love a dog? You hear a lot of this talk: "I love my dog." What type of person would claim to love a dog
more than his neighbors? We find this all the time – these people are great lovers of dogs, but hate their
neighbor, especially when the neighbor doesn't like the dog. Sometimes they love the dog more than their mate.



How could such a person ever find love for a superior one? Much less a God possessing all the superlatives with
which God is endowed by man?

In other words, people who manifest this tremendous emphasis on loving humanity – I think if you run into
them individually, you find out they don't love much but themselves, and they don't really truly know how to
love themselves.

Is not our feeling for lesser beings one of pretended compassion, for those inferior that we can use or wish to
use? This thing of loving – your children even – we like to pretend a compassion, we ennoble ourselves by
announcing a compassion. And this gives us an ego trap; this is what it amounts to. We can work a little harder,
try a little harder, if we think we're tall.

Is not our pretended love for our superiors one of inhibited envy? Loving really that which they have, which we
do not have but we want – while trying all the time to pull the envied ones down?

(Now you get into an analysis of this. You get a superior and you pretend that you love them – you'll see this a
lot in politics – we only love them long enough to pull them down and use their head to climb on.)

To dispossess them, to rape, seduce, use, and even dominate in turn, if you can get away with it? To get but not
to give? Where do all these great love affairs go six months after marriage?

What is this pretence of nobility? Is not this in every case a desire to force a projection – a projected fictitious
person which we'd like to claim to be ourself – upon those we need to use or we need to dispossess?

It comes very easy for a person to say they love. But watch these people who say they love so much, when it
comes to really laying down a bit of work for the other fellow. Or still having that same emotion, ten minutes
after they're satisfied. Do we love the truth? We hear that too. Really love the truth? For instance, could we love
Jesus, who many accept as the truth, who said he was the truth?

Or would we try to pervert him, tempt him, be healed by him, use him, corrupt him, drain him? Tell him that we
love him – while posing in the nude – hoping to seduce him? Make him carnal, make him want us? Not be
satisfied with love or rapport, but endlessly and relentlessly play games with Christ – in the hopes that he would
develop a lust for us, for our erogenous bodies – so that we could be better than Christ by spitting in his eye in
contempt later on?

What would we do if we really knew Christ? Would we love him?

Why is it that love has to be digestible? Why does the love of children involve ownership and smothering? Why
does the love of the mate require dominance, and hate for dominance by the dominated party, and contempt for
the party who is being dominated?

What strange type of person would it be that could be dominated and love the dominator, be content with it?
What strange type of person is it who could be totally committed to a person and yet dominate them? Seeing in
that person a great stature, in view of the fact that they can be dominated?

Are you capable of love – or glandular sickness?

What is equality? Is anyone equal to anyone else? Is a child equal to a dying old man? Is an idiot equal to a
genius? Is bestial man equal to the saint?

Are we all equal because of an indwelling essence, or is the statement a form of political euphemism?



In other words, our democratic system is based upon the equality of man – a political euphemism. It has nothing
to define that with, except for the fact that we all have a soul, and you'll never be able to prove you have a soul.
But yet the whole political system is based upon the fact that we are equal, in that we all have a soul, I presume,
because physically we aren't equal.

Do we really have an essence?

Some modern psychological schools claim that all we are is what you see, the reactions you get from the
protoplasmic body. Are we not then little more than a pile of protoplasm, ingesting and excreting, not acting but
reacting, swelling up and reproducing, chemically moved and chemically burning out, having a personality that
is nothing more than a posing and positioning for body wants, and having a mentality capable of all sorts of
dreams, including the dream of a soul?

Are we a soul?

Do we think, or are we forced to think? That's another ego that we have – that we are great thinking creatures,
powerful mentalities. Can we stop thinking? Try it. Try right now to stop thinking.

Do we think that we think? How can we think, if we only think that we think? Meaning that we suppose that we
only imagine that we are the thinkers. Are we the thinker, or do we just imagine that we're doing it?

Or is all this caused? Is it forced upon us? If you examine your thoughts, you'll find that people have a
tremendous impressionability. Television for instance, if you're not thinking of anything else, may subliminally
produce results in you. Literature, drama may produce action in you.

When I was younger I'd go to a show and come out and I'd have a whole burst of determination – that I was
going to go out and do something. And half an hour later it would leave, of course. But for about thirty minutes
I'd have a tremendous revolutionary burst of energy – that I was going to change the world. Now I don't know
why, but these thoughts were imposed upon me by the drama.

So – how much of out thinking is imposed upon us? By our family, parental state of mind? Or the scholastic,
teacher state of mind, or school state of mind? Companionship state of mind? And the necessity of it – you have
to think a certain way if you want to get by. So we try to twist our head, and by adjusting our personality we
eventually get our thoughts inhibited or encouraged along certain lines.

Is sleep the absence of thought? Then consciousness is an endless concatenation of unavoidable thoughts, one
inspiring or creating the other. One of the definitions of sleep is that it is the absence of thought or the absence
of consciousness. And of course consciousness is defined by thinking; that if we're not thinking, we're
unconscious. And what we seem to be are consciousness experiences – one of an endless concatenation of
thoughts, and termination in an unconsciousness of sleep.

Now is this type of consciousness the highest form of awareness possible for man? Being able to be alive and
think, in which thought is physical, somatic, or molecular? Does it survive death, or even disease? We find that
some people can't think just before their death; they seem to be unconscious or crazy, if you want to use that
word.

Are we our thoughts? If we are not our body then are we are thoughts? Or are we the observer of our thoughts?
Now everyone can realize now that we're talking about thoughts, but we are also observing them.

The question at hand here is, "What are we? Who are we?" We say well, we're not the body alone because we
think. Now these thoughts may be just reactions, as some psychologists may claim. Or they may be a definite
plan of our conscious being, our total consciousness, maybe our total thought plan.



Are we the observer of these thoughts? In other words – is our body the only self? The first premise is that the
body is all that we have, and that thoughts are something like little electrical impulses – that can be recorded on
a machine that will pick them up, such as an EEG machine.

Well, we're not content somehow, very few of us are content, to believe that this body with its reactions is the
only self. And yet it is a definite self; it is marked by a personality. Each one of them seems to have a different
little mental pose. And for awhile we may decide that this is a self that we don't want to lose.

When personality functions largely in behalf of the body, is that not the self, then? But is it the only self? As
we're looking at this thing, we're looking at ourself thinking; then – there's an observer of the thought process.
Who is doing that observing?

Now it sounds sort of frightening to say, "Who is thinking about thinking?" Or, "Are we thinking or are we just
thinking we're thinking; are we just watching a certain action going on?" And if so, who is this person? Who is
being watched and who is watching?

A man can have an argument with himself, and this happens often. You know what I'm talking about; a man
argues with himself a lot of times, especially if he has a hangover from being drunk. He may say, "You're crazy.
What did you ever get yourself into that for?" Again – there are two people there. There are two sides in
combat; one of them is criticizing the other.

So we talk then about an observer. (There may be Freudian terms for these, but I don't pay too much attention to
them, because they seem to include things that I don't understand, or that don't answer the question.) And this
anterior observer is still a thinking creature. Now, Gurdjieff calls it the Steward, if I'm not mistaken. The
steward of the mind. But this has to be a mental self, then.

So we begin to see immediately that there is more than one of us. And the observer is like an umpire over the
many externalized selves, or appetites. For instance, you might get a vocal argument from your gonads, or from
your stomach if you're hungry. You might get voices saying you'd better get up and get something to eat, or grab
that as it goes by, because of your body. You'll get some pretty plain messages, if these egos are under pressure.

So this observer or umpire or steward is necessary to keep order among the many factors that make up our
opportunity in our life.

Now is this anterior observer the soul? We might say well, this is the inner self then. Or – is there another
awareness? Not necessarily thought, but the awareness of this observer, and the awareness of the whole pattern
of an anterior ego or self watching other egos. Is this final awareness, which is not vocalizing what it sees, is
that the true soul?

We get a better view of ourself as a viewer, by watching the view, the scene or the creation, until that leads us
back into ourself. Now this is a little trick that happens in an esoteric digging such as Zen. As we watch that
which is outside of us, it will eventually lead us to ourself; when you watch yourself long enough, it then
becomes possible to understand the viewer.

The reason I'm harping on this point is because what we're doing all the time instead of looking for the soul of
man is looking for outside effects. We're looking for a button to press, like in an automat. One button says "soda
pop" and another one says "immortality." So it's that one; put a nickel in, press the button, and out comes
immortality. It becomes an objective thing.

How do you do it? You do it by eating certain macrobiotic foods, and you'll live forever. Or you do it by
chanting a certain mantra, and you will become transformed or translated. Or you say certain prayers, and you
get the deities on your side, and they pick up this cruddy little animal and make an immortal being out of him.



So, we're going to try to look at the thing. We're going to try to look at ourselves. And what makes a dependable
looker, a dependable viewer?

And we define this: We say there are people who are smart, and there are people who are not so smart. The
people who aren't so smart don't get the answer. And we equate this of course with answers such as how smart
the guy is who can get four rabbits, as compared with the guy who comes home with a rat. One is smart and the
other is stupid. So the person who can come home with a million bucks is much more intelligent than the person
who is sitting in some shanty on the other side of the tracks.

But regardless, we realize that there is a mentality of accomplishment and a mentality of non-accomplishment.
And we call it sanity. Now we're in the province of psychology again. There are different ways, as I said before,
of finding out who we are. (The second question or step.) One of them is the religious way. That is, taking
someone's word for it that either knows or pretends to know. It's generally a subjective path, in which you are
largely required to believe.

Then we have another method of finding out who we are, and this is the psychological path, which tries to
analyze the brain processes or the mind processes, doing it scientifically and methodically. This is a true self-
knowledge process, and this is very similar to Zen.

And then there is a third method. And that is going directly into the head. And this is one of the four precepts or
directions given by Bodhidharma. The fourth one is: "Direct pointing at the soul of man." That is, you can't do
too much speculation or argumentation – just go. Just look inside. And don't even go to too much bother to read
books on how to look inside. It's there – the inside is there – just look.

So this is the third system. (Now, it may be pretty hard to understand in just a few words.) And of course, we're
concerned when we look inside, with what we look into – the mind. What is the mind?

Is it possible for the viewer to know himself by knowing the view – by knowing the actions of the body of the
viewer – and then of going directly to the viewer, looking inside of the viewer himself? This is a meditational
technique. And this is the whole trip.

We like to place a tremendous lot of attention on the senses. We like to play, "Let's experiment, let's get this
down in a formula, let's try to chalk a blueprint for going inside, in the most efficient way." Of course – I say
again that one person can help another – there are some formulas. But I don't think it's a good idea to write them
down in a book, because they're not universally applicable.

After we look inside we start to see that things aren't what we previously thought they were. And we begin to
get strongly the impression that a tremendous lot of that which we experience in life is illusory. What you
discover is not what other people estimate life to be.

And this is what I was referring to when I first started talking. That when people get this far into Zen, or into the
approach to nirvikalpa samadhi, they become frightened – because they realize that this world is going to
change. Reality is not that which we hope we see now.

It's like you're looking at a hologram. I saw one in a university someplace. This is a tubular thing, and you get
the impression that there is a real thing in the middle – but all it is is a picture. So if this is possible – that we
can look right at something two feet away from us and be subject to an illusion – how much of the universe is a
hologram? How much of it is, as Einstein says, that which curves in space? That it isn't really infinitely out
there, it's just curved into space.

And this thing about space: What is space, and what is time? These are questions that everyone takes for
granted. They take it for granted, yet they believe. Everyone has moments when the idea gets into their head,
"How can I know of heaven and how can I know of everything that is to come?" or, "How can I know the nature



of everything that is?"

We get the idea of this tremendous unending universe, in which we are microscopic, even our planet is
microscopic, and we are much more microscopic and much more insignificant. And how insignificant are we?
We're able to think about the insignificance – or think about the relation. Now inside of this tremendous gigantic
cosmos – now this is a seeming tendency of people, to say, "Now this is too vast for me to encompass, so I'm
not going to pursue this study any longer."

But still – if you do not give up – you say, "Well, I realize I can't get into geology and analyze the substance of
the earth and I can't become an astronomer and spend thirty years studying stars just to find out what my
relation is to the cosmos." Because of the simple fact that it's even greater than that. It's manifest that there are
dimensions that we don't see, interpenetrating this dimension. So that even if we were able to understand this
dimension, to pick up these others would require work, time, a century perhaps, of individual effort.

So what is behind this? Should we surrender and say, "Well, it's too big a job"? Or can we stubbornly pursue our
curiosity and come up with a result?

I used to say: "What is time? Is it the number of thoughts in a step?" How can you measure thought? How can
you measure the duration of a thought? And, if you can measure a thought, if you can relate back to the mind –
it's very difficult if not impossible to measure a thought and then give a clock figure of that thought. Because
very much of our thoughts are split-second states of awareness – some psychologists claim that a long dream
will occur in just a few seconds, which we may think lasts two or three days in the dream.

Another thought I want to leave with you: "Can we be saved, or has everything already happened?" Is it too
late? Is the world a big block of solid ice in which we're running around here in a trance – or is there hope of
change? If there is no hope of change – then why worry? Why do anything?

Can we afford that answer? To pretend that everything's already happened? I mean – it might be a nice thought,
or it might be a painful thought, at the same time you might be able to permit yourself to live with it. But can
you live with it? Nobody does. The existentialist, the fatalist – he goes out and works for a living. He doesn't
stay home because he's fated to be fed. He doesn't really believe.

Nobody totally believes in fatalism or existentialism. They ultimately get out, when their energy runs down, and
they do something to build it up.

Now, is there a method of finding the real self – using this inadequate vehicle that we've been describing, or this
lower self? This is the big question.

Now – again I say manifestly there are ways. We have evidence down through the ages – strangely enough even
in what we like to consider today barbaric times. There is evidence of men who have reached an understanding
of what it was all about. And I quote Plato's Republic, the story of the man in the cave, and sacred writings – if
you want to call them that, they're just old books – from India. Some of them are reflected in Ramana
Maharshi's works: the descriptions of sahaja samadhi. The descriptions of the final enlightenment in some Zen
writings. (And, some Zen writings are confusing on what the real enlightenment is.)

The logical mind and the scientific processes will not take you there. I majored in chemistry when I went to
college – I thought I was going to use this chemical education to analyze matter, analyze the the brain tissue if
necessary and find out about thought, for instance. And after awhile I realized that chemistry was something
that was becoming infinitely complex – the more I studied the more there was to know. The more that was
discovered the more fields there were to study in. And I realized that I would never approach the answer with
the logical computing mind. Regardless of having computers to help.



I sensed that there had to be a direct method. This is all I knew at first – you had to have some direct short-cut.
Whether that was to press a button, or some profound drug experience that would do it – whatever it would
take, I decided I was going to try. If somebody proposed one – I tried to find a guru or a wise man, somebody
that had a few hints even. I looked for people with little bits of knowledge.

And I came to the conclusion that man has to become. He cannot learn. He can learn a tremendous lot – but
after he becomes, he finds out his learning was useless.

The whole process then is one of becoming. And this is a change ...

[sn1 ends at 46:26 ]
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[no break]

sn2-00:00

... becoming. And this is a change of being, because the present being is incompetent. The present senses are
inadequate. So we look for a system in which the being or the vehicle changes, the radio set is adjusted so that a
new wavelength can be picked up, if you want to call it that.

And then of course there's the next thing is: "How do we find this? How do we find this system?"

Now, how you find it – you have to go through the existing systems. The Hindu system as founded by Ramana
Maharshi – you look it over, and if it sounds it’s found good and if there's a method there, you may try it. Or
you may get into Zen, and you may get into Christian mysticism.

But you have to have some intuition, or you'll be led blindly by emotion. You may have a charismatic guru, or a
book that is filled with nice promises books that are filled with sciences about how you're going to get there,
and you may take that instead of the more direct or difficult way.

So consequently, we've got another step immediately: How do we find the intuition? How do we develop it?
Everybody has it as a child. Everyone has it at the peak in their childhood. And you have to develop or regain
the basic intuition of your childhood. Children have good computers, they've got clear heads, they haven't been
burnt or loused up too badly, and they have a good appraisal.

sn2-01:37

Now of course, they are emotionally led, out of their childhood. This is one of the things that destroys children –
the love of the parents. I maintain that children have very clear heads, and they have a very clear perspective,
possibly even of both sides of their existence, that is, their eternal existence and their somatic knowledge
existence.

But they are called out of this. Continually Completely called out. Forced to learn a language, forced to go
through certain things in order to function in this stage play. And as they're called out, they get away from their
innocence and their clearheadedness, and they lose their intuition. They become specialized, and they become
verbal, and that sort of thing. So consequently they learn confusion. They accept the language. That’s what the
language is.

Incidentally, I think the Tower of Babel is symbolic of the deterioration of man into specialized knowledge and
consequently confusion. He loses his way to heaven – heaven being that which is within, the true state is within.



Now you don't find what I'm talking about in Zen; Zen doesn't talk about finding your intuition. Although it
does enjoin you to continually keep your attention on the problem until it's solved.

sn2-03:03

Now if you keep your attention on any phase of searching, you'll eventually find a way of searching. If you keep
your attention on ways of searching, you'll eventually find one you can put to use, and you'll find some results
from in it.

I maintain that it's possible for every human of average intelligence to find the answer. It’s just that he lacks the
dynamic energy to persist.

End of old transcription of Zen and Common Sense erroneously dated 1974, pdf on Phil’s
site.

sn2-03:25

Insert “New Fragment” document here

Richard Rose Zen and Common Sense – Kent – 4/28/1977 – new fragment originally titled as Kent State Group
Meeting 4/28/1977 Distributed as DRAFT – version 0.61

[repeated portion follows]

Now if you keep your attention on any phase of searching, you'll eventually find a way of searching. If you keep
your attention on ways of searching, you'll eventually find one you can put to use, and you'll find some results
in it.

I maintain that it's possible for every human of average intelligence to find the answer.

Missing portion now being transcribed:

[end of repeated portion]

sn2-03:25

It’s just that he lacks the dynamic energy to persist.

And this same thing applies to people who want to make a million dollars. You have the ability to make a
million dollars. If you use that same dynamic 100% attention you’ll become a millionaire. But if you try to do
two or three things at once, if you say, “I’m going to get a job or invest in the stock market, and I’m going to
keep a fifth of whiskey on the table and two or three women in the house or available, two Cadillacs sitting out
front,” you may not ever make that million dollars.

But if you devote all your attention to any a single project you can achieve it, and if you devote all your
attention toward the formation of an intuition you can develop that intuition. And the intuition will lead you
beyond the railroad tracks of logic. You can go only so far with logic and then you have to have some
instantaneous guide, that will take you further.

So this is the summation, the best of what I can possibly give you, of what we’re about, the Albigen system as
used in the group.

sn2-04:46



At this point I’ll leave it open to questions; to stop the talk and start taking questions. . The real thing is to
communicate. It does no good to talk if you can’t get answers to your questions, or if you’re uncertain about
some of the things I’ve said. And I think it would be, it does more value [?] , it gives us more, by discussing it.
So if anyone has any questions or anything they’d like straightened out, why, we’ll do that from here on out.

sn2-05:34

Q. [question about the origins of some religious system]

Q. Harnish: How do you think [noise] discovered by accident? . This is where 2008 transcript begins [missing
portion of earlier transcription].

R. I have never done a lot of research into how they really started. First of all, because we don’t have anything
except what’s recorded, that means we don’t have any record beyond the ability of man to have an alphabet, or
to write. My feeling is that they started with genuine inquiry. They were sincere people. They started to look for
things, and the environment then was much simpler. They didn’t have a complex civilization realizations. so
they saw a lot of nature, and they saw a lot in their own nature. They went into their own nature a lot faster,
because they had time to spend alone and tthat sort of thin. And they had time to do it.

sn2-06:31

And when they developed language and an alphabet they could compare. The next thing of course was that
systems were set down. One guy had success and he found a better knowledge of himself, so he set a rule down
and maybe passed it on to other people: How do you do it? Well, you sit on your heels, stand on your head, you
quit eating this weed, etc.

And the result is that a detailed religion was developed and corrections are made. But then after awhile human
egos enter into the whole thing and start to make of it a business. And pretty soon the search, or the honesty of
the seeker, searcher, teacher, trying to just bring people to a better realization stops, and the witch doctor
becomes a merchant. And then it has to be superseded by a whole new set of efforts.

[pause]

sn2-07:49

Q. Could you please explain what you mean by the psychological end of finding who ...??

R. Of finding yourself?

Q. The psychological way. . [was – keep] Q. Do you think the same things can be found the psychological way?

R. Of finding yourself? Yes. I believe you can find the same truth if you pursue introspection, the psychological
introspection; you can reach the same point as you would by sincere prolonged effort in Zen. Zen and
psychoanalysis are pretty much the same. Because it’s self-knowledge. The thing is, when you know yourself
you’ll know everything. The main thing is we don’t know ourselves.

Now I don’t mean we accept everything that’s labeled as psychology. Because we know that in the last twenty
years, thirty years, certain psychological definitions have become politically accepted and politically rejected.
That there have been waves of influence and waves of jealousy. Like the Freudian school was jealous of people
who didn’t believe in it, and they had a syndicate set up, so to speak, to expound their philosophy. And then you
have one after another: gestalt school comes in, and transactional analysis, etc. These things [psychological
features?] are not necessarily the proof. But if you look inside yourself you can tentatively define them with
modern psychological terms – some of them are very true. But they’re positioned wrong.



.[Actual is: .. but the looking inside yourself, and of course defining them, that you can tentatively with the,
with modern psychological terms, some of them are very true, etc]

sn2-09:25

Like the word paranoia. We look critically upon a person who is paranoid. This is foolishness: every animal is
paranoid. Are we going to put all the animals in the nuthouse because they’re afraid of the place where they
were shot at or where something hurt them? If an animal gets injured in a ravine it’s hard to get that animal back
in the ravine. If you take a horse, if you don’t, if you’re not acquainted with a lot of animals, just and lock him
in a place and hurt him and then try to get him back in that same shed or barn and see how he [reacts] – this is
paranoia. He is paranoid as far as that shed is concerned.

So these are implants. They’re born in us to protect us, and modern psychology would say you shouldn’t have
them, that you shouldn’t be paranoid. Paranoia may be a silent intuition, something to protect us. And some of
the other things that are designated as virtues in psychology, in my estimation are detrimental, and they’re
misdefined.

But I think you can, by honestly looking at yourself, see what you’re doing. And of course I have a meditational
system that does this. You don’t necessarily have to sit in an encounter group and have someone hassle you with
what are apparently your troubles, you can do it yourself, just sitting in meditation. And going back far enough
in the past where you can face it. You can’t face the present too well in meditation. But if you go back far
enough in the past, you’ll see where you made a fool of yourself, when you were erroneous in your convictions.
And then bringing yourself up to the present time, you can even correct your current behavior.

sn2-11:14

Q. It would seem that ?? the solution to that, between life and death? comes from ?? the life is basically relative
mind [child cooing ] ?? ?? ?? ?? . Q. [mostly Inaudible question about the relative mind.]

sn2-11:45

R. It doesn’t. I mentioned this up in Cleveland [2 days earlier]. 1977-0426-Intro-to-Albigen-System-Cleveland
The finite mind cannot perceive the infinite. That’s the need for the change of being that I’m talking about.
Because the relative mind cannot become; it cannot see or understand the Absolute. But the relative mind can
become less relative. This is by direct-mind experience, whereby you drop all relative analysis and go directly
to yourself. That’s what is meant by the fourth directive of Bodhidharma, that you point directly at the soul of
man. You just go into it. You don’t say, “I’m going to think about my soul” – because you would be postulating
a soul. You go directly into yourself. Now that sounds difficult. But it isn’t as difficult as it sounds.

Of course, it’s accompanied by a method of life that encourages a change of being. The change in being enables
you to have a direct-mind experience. And once you have that direct-mind experience, momentarily the relative
world disappears. And that’s the only way it’s experienced: the whole relative world disappears. It has to. You
die. And then in that moment, the totality of the Absolute is recognized. Because you are that. Now – I’m telling
you something I can’t prove, and that’s bad. These are relative words.

sn2-13:30

Q. ?? signposts that show you that ?? shows you ?? originally? wich? you? are ??

Q. [mostly inaudible question about the final experience.]

R. No, I can only talk from the people who I’ve read about, their life stories, I can only talk about people I’ve
met who have reached enlightenment, and my own experience. The truth of the matter is, you reach signposts as
far as your development of intuition.

https://direct-mind.org/index.php/1977-0426-Intro-to-Albigen-System-Cleveland


Q. [inaudible]

R. Right, you can see progress as having a clarified mind. Your mind will become more clear. Your peace of
mind. You’ll go through stages where you’ll have so much peace of mind you’ll have to stir yourself out of it
and continue looking, because you don’t have the answer yet.

But the moment itself – you cannot predict that given certain confrontation, certain koans, and whatnot, given
those for a consistent period of time, so many hours, days, weeks, years, will bring it about. No. It happens in
the bat of an eye in which some incident, like some guy said, a brick missing in the pavement, will all of a
sudden key in something and start you thinking, or cause a trauma.

sn2-14:46

It has to be, of course, a trauma which is an accumulation of all your philosophy, all of your beliefs, all of your
egos, including the ego of immortality, the belief that you have a soul that’s going to live, you drop that too. You
realize that as far as you know, you know nothing and you are nothing. Nothing. Maybe just a dream in
someone else’s head. And you get the dream[?]. That causes death. And when that total realization hits you, then
total realization hits you.

Q. ….?!

R. Total realization of nothingness brings with it the total realization of everythingness.

sn2-15:35

Q. Mr. Rose, you talked earlier about love, and how we seem to have confusion about the subject. You know, it
seems like, in the analysis that say, an appetite we’re satisfying, an individual appetite, when we’re really, you
know, we want to be loved, we don’t relly love. Is there any real love? And if so, how would you ...

Q. [question about appetites vs. real love.]

sn2-16:08

R. I think that the most real love is something you can’t help. If you could help it, you’d make a profit. The
eternal love of a mother for the child is something she can’t help, it’s programmed. Perhaps the love of a person
for his fellowman is something he can’t help, if he has it. If he has a genuine love, he says, “I’ll do this for
nothing.” Then I think he can’t help it, it’s just a, perhaps it comes as the result of realizing other forms of love
as being vain, and latching onto or encouraging that love just to keep moving.

I could see that unless a mother were programmed with love for a child, the process of taking care of that child
through many painful years, would soon get old, and you’d boot the kid out into the garbage can and say, “Hey,
I’ve had enough of that, I didn’t think that would happen, when I got this child.” So we’re programmed. It’s
irresistible in what we call true animals. Some people aren’t true animals, so they reject their children.

We welcome that, we say sure, okay we’re programmed to love our children, but it’s good, we accept it, it’s
nice, it comes easier. We don’t have to put a gun on the mother and say, “Hey, take care of the kid or we’ll shoot
you.” She does it willingly because she loves the child.

sn2-17:46

The same thing in various acts of people, there are certain forms I think of human appreciation, sometimes the
recognition. My concern for people was born out of my concern for friendship. I saw that we are like blind
minnows in a vast ocean, and unless we could find another minnow that we could compare notes with we were



lost. Being alone we could do nothing. This recognition of the need for friendship causes recognition for a code
of conduct in that friendship, and regard for that person, a compassion for the fact that he’s also a blind minnow.
And then you can work with him and you can help each other. But it’s still, it’s not a great quality. [?]

Q. Do you think that when a person develops that code with another and they violate it, they’re basically cutting
themselves off?

R. Right. They’re cut loose to a great extent, because it’s recognized. The people who do that are recognized.
But the majority of people I think are loners; the majority of the human race are loners. They protest. This the
reason [?] – the ones who protest so much [are the ones who] love the least. This is my conviction. They want to
be loved: how glibly can you say it? “I love you.” Then the opposite party says “Oh, that’s what I’ve been
waiting for” – this protestation of friendship. But you find out after awhile that both parties are kidding each
other. My mother-in-law used to say that love is a trick that nature plays on people to get them to reproduce,
both being hypnotized. Consequently they function, the children are born, and twenty years later they think,
“Jesus, what a sap I’ve been. I thought I loved something.”

sn2-19:51

Q . Have you found fulfillment in what you were looking for?

sn2-20:06

R. [laughs] Well, I don’t know. It depends on what you mean by fulfillment.

Q. Are you still searching?

R. Oh, no, I’m not searching. But I don’t have any great thrill with this picture show. I think a lot of people
immediately imply that when you get something there should be a utility value to it. That you should be a better
businessman or a better husband, something of that sort. This isn’t necessarily the case. The attitude that I find
prevalent among most people who reach the realization is that nothing bothers them too much. And that’s not
conducive to social communication, because everybody want somebody who’s all wrapped up in ideas. I can’t
get interested in who’s president of the United States, much less who’s on first base. So if that’s fulfillment, I
wouldn’t have it, if that’s what you mean.

sn2-21:21

Q. Then what is your interest in coming to speak with us tonight?

R. Perhaps I’m crazy. Perhaps there will be one person here who might hear what I say. [pause] I feel that what
happens whenever you have an experience of this sort, you have two choices. One is to live and the other is to
die. And death, when you first have it seems very enticing. because it [the experience of coming back] is all
baloney. I had a strong urge for a solid week afterwards just to kill myself, to get rid of it. But then again, back
somehow in the previous, years before that happened, this didn’t happen to me in just a short period of time – I
was In my thirties then, 31 or 32, along in there, [wrong] but I had been digging for this ever since I was a kid. I
had even been in the seminary studying to be a priest and I got disgruntled because I thought they were
inadequate and incomplete.. By the time I got to be twenty-one I was pretty sour. In fact I classified myself an
atheist. And I ran about, hitchhiked over the country, hunting, looking for these Hindu temples, hunting for wise
men – everyplace, the town square where the hobos would meet and talk, and try to listen, to try to pick
something up. But everyplace I went I ran into chicanery, trickery and people trying to use people on a
metaphysical basis. “You want the truth? Sure,” the faggot says, “come down to my apartment, I’ll teach you
the truth.”

sn2-23:12



So I became rather angry. And in my anger I became determined. As I said, when I was younger I thought I
could do it all myself, and I had the idea of doing it all myself because I ran into so many unsavory characters,
commercial ventures, big institutions built up out of hungry people’s money. People were really looking for God
or the truth, while these people were building big institutions and pretending they had something for them.

And I decided, first of all that I wasn’t getting anywhere. I needed my fellowman, I needed a teacher, I needed
somebody to tell me something, but everyone I approached seemingly had a private little game to play. It was
either money or sex or something. So I became consistently more angry as the years went by, and I made sort of
a pledge to myself that if I ever found out anything, this is what I would do with it. I would make it available to
those who were sincere. For nothing. I believe that the curse is charging. Whenever you start building a
financial institution, the financial institution becomes more important than what you’re talking about. And then
you will get people who will memorize your book if necessary, to try to sell it in the marketplace.

sn2-24:42

So, that set the style by which I started to lecture and to talk. I never went out preaching. I only went to places
where I was invited. And I never charged. I don’t say I don’t get paid occasionally for my gasoline or something
like that when I go to a university. But I’m saying that there’s no requisites. A man can come to me, I’ve had
them come to me totally broke. In fact, I had to stop them, some of them, from coming because they were
totally broke – I ran out of food trying to feed them. I had to set certain requisites down; they had to at least
bring their own food.

sn2-25:24

But this is my explanation, or my rationalization, if you wish to call it that, for living. But I know nothing better
to do. Maybe it is a rationalization, because sometimes it seems like it’s wasted. But by the same token I don’t
believe that anything is wasted. I know for instance that 90% of the people who come to hear me talk for the
first time, maybe 95%, will never come back. But regardless of that, we have approximately 100 people who are
very dedicated. And this surprises me. I never expected to find 100 people who would be dedicated – we have
over 100 in fact in the group – enough to spend sometimes an entire year in a meditational retreat, trying to find
or better themselves a little bit. So that to me seems to signify that maybe I’m supposed to do it.

Q. Could you get into ?? changing behavior ?? ??

Q. [mostly inaudible question about changing oneself]

R. To be honest with you, I never tried to change. I don’t think you should try. What you do is you try to get
smart, and your being automatically changes. Just like say a person has a habit of sucking his thumb. When you
fully realize that there’s no good purpose for sucking your thumb you just quit, you cease to be a thumbsucker.
And the same way with cigarettes. It may be that you’re leaning on the cigarette. I used to smoke, and I found
that I didn’t feel important talking to somebody, I had to be doing this [gesture of holding cigarette, audience
laughs]. I could hide behind it. So after there was no longer a need to hide I quit smoking cigarettes. So that’s a
change of being.

sn2-27:38

Q. Suppose, suppose you ?? anger thing – do you sometimes try not to get angry when you ?? ?? ? [combine
these] Q. What about anger, do you sometimes find yourself getting angry?

sn2-27:53

R. I try not to get angry at the police. [laughter] In other words, you quit being angry when you can no longer
afford to be angry. Or if you can get better results by not being angry.



Q. What is your criteria?

R. You change. You change to suit the environment; you can’t help it. You don’t change to spite your
environment; you don’t say, “My environment demands that I be submissive, so I’m going out and be violent.”

Our first changes are basically changes to accommodate the illusory social code. Our first psychological
adjustments are made to adjust to the herd, the herd psychology. Don’t tramp on his toes, he’ll punch you. Don’t
punch him because you don’t like his looks, somebody else might punch you because they don’t like your
looks. So we set up a code and say no punching.  ?? ugly. ??

sn2-29:03

Q. Can you expound a little more on the idea of the thinker and the thought? I’ve read things about that, though
they used other words. Or the perceived and the perceiver and everything. It’s confusing to me as to what it
actually is.

Q. [mostly inaudible question about thought]

R. Well, first of all I think the majority of our so-called thinking experiences are not ours. Our mental
experience starts off with what I call a percept. That’s a common term, I think it’s “perception”, instead of “a
percept”. one impressions coming in. Starting off with a child, who presumably has a blank brain – somewhere
along, this is prenatally or postnatally – there is no collection of thoughts. So he has a percept that comes in,
that’s the beginning of experience, but not consciousness. He has two percepts, one comes in but the other has
left a memory, has left an impression. So the first rather insignificant thought is the reaction of the first [actually
the second] a percept upon a previously recorded percept, which you call memory.

sn2-30:17

Now when you get a few of these in there, a few memories and percepts coming in, we get what we call
reaction. And reaction is basically a thought. Perception is not thinking. We see a lot of stuff that we don’t think
about, we don’t even remember that we see it. Maybe we have to hypnotize a person to bring it back if they’ve
seen it. It’s like a camera taking pictures. The reaction is what we can define as thought.

Now this reaction becomes very complex. This is where gestalt psychology comes in: it gets so complex that the
reaction has patterns; there are patterns of reactions, and this is thinking patterns. But this is all forced upon us.
We have no choice. We cannot choose our parents, we cannot choose our genetic patterns, we cannot choose the
environment that we’re going to open our eyes into, the accidents that are going to happen in front of us that
cause us to think, that cause us to have convictions.

sn2-31:16

The only thing that we can have is desire, that is really, perhaps, able to guide is into an individual type of
thinking: The desire to be. There’s a bit of selfishness – when you realize that – and everybody does, when
they’re young, they realize that they’re not an individual, that there’s millions of people out there And the
immediate reaction is to want to be a part beyond and above that herd. And if those millions of people are
doomed to become fertilizer for the planet, we want to find some – we desire, it’s just a selfish little desire, that
we want immortality, or we want an extension, or a return. Let’s talk about a reincarnation, and encourage that
idea: that we’re going to come back after a big sleep or something.

sn2-32:15

But regardless, at no time, until we have the desire and an accidental thought comes into our head of
individuality, do we have individuality or the ability to think. And this becomes an accident; that [at] some time
we find a technique for stopping our thoughts. Because they just keep moving. Even when we’re thinking now



about thinking, the thoughts keep moving. But when you can stop your head completely, you have a chance
then for a greater realization of everything you’ve learned up until that date.

The development of the intuition, the development of self-thinking, has to come about by stopping your head,
stopping the incoming percepts. That’s like going into a quiet room and meditating. Stopping the outgoing
energy. Don’t think you can do it while you’re dissipating. Because that will take your attention and that will
cause thought. So you shut off the outgoing energy and the incoming percepts, and then the head, the computer
solves the problems. And as it solves the problems it finds ways and means of prolonging this little second of
personal consciousness, and personal direction and determination. Even then it’s only a desire. It’s a desire to
be, a desire to know, the desire for continuation of this accidental creature. You’re an accident. You didn’t plan
it. Dad didn’t plan it. We’re an accidental creature, possibly just moments ahead of the steamroller, to be ground
up or something.

sn2-33:52

But still, this accidental creature desires permanence, ways of lasting forever. And this is an egotistic trip, not
based in any divine message from up above. It’s implanted in us. And it’s implanted in each creature to keep
him alive. The desire for immortality, the desire to live – if it weren’t there – all the species, all of them have it,
down to the earthworm, all of them, insects – they fight to remain alive. [sentence] And the fact that they fight
to remain alive means that they fight to remain indefinitely alive. The only thing is that they’re caught up in the
programming. They all have death genes, they only last so long. [sentence] There’s a proportional length of
time.

sn2-34:39

Consequently, all of our thought in our life, all of this stuff, we think we – in other words, the guy says, “I’m
going out and get me a girl.” No. He doesn’t go and get a girl: he goes out and the inevitable happens, that’s all.
But we do very little thinking of our own.

Q. What do you mean by [saying] we don’t ??

Q. [question about the ego]

R. Well, ego is that which we think we are, as opposed to that which we are. Like I said in the beginning, if you
ask a person, you say, “Who are you?” and  ?? ?? the clever question, that. “I’m not too well self-defined,” or
something or I haven’t had – No, that’s not what it means. It means basically: Who are you? What is the person
you would call “me” when everything else is peeled away?

sn2-35:31

Well, for instance if you have a desire to be – you can see it best in youth as opposed to age. A person has a
desire to say, exert themselves sexually upon other people. This is a tremendous ego; it consumes the biggest
part of our energy for the first 40 or 50 years of our life. People identify it as being themselves. They look upon
themselves as being a rooster or a peacock: “This is me.” Like the movie actress, they never give up, they’re
still lifting their face, or they’re doing something to be this eternal sex-creature. Because that’s all they
understand that they ever were. They were that because the public worshiped them as that.

sn2-36:15

So this ego, in the average person who is not a movie star will fade, and they’ll say. “What a horse’s neck I was.
My body wasn’t that important. And if I had some time now to think, I would lead my life differently, I would
devote myself to religion or something of that sort. Because the body is evidently going, and the sex is going
long before the body, so it can’t be me. That which leaves before I leave is not me.” But in their youth they
think it is them. They equate it with themselves.



So we have many of these. And you find these when you get into meditation; you get to thinking about
yourself.. Then of course you can get books that will explain them, that will point these things out. They are
false selves.

sn2-37:14

Harnish: Do you think that the relative mind is pretty much one and the same with the ?? ego state? Does the
ego come up as the relative mind is functioning?

Q. Do you think the relative mind is pretty much the same as the ego?

R. Well, I think the egos are implants, or are the result of implants. If the amoeba were not hungry it wouldn’t
go out in search of food. Also implanted in the amoeba is curiosity. Our ego can all [could also] be curiosity. We
can become morbidly curious, infinitely curious, and never get anything done because of curiosity. Or we can
employ that. This is what I call “milk from thorns.” You can employ the curiosity to find theological values,
philosophical values. You can employ this relentless striving for curiosity to become a path, and you can make
out of it a path, to find your definition, not just to find food. The amoeba is driven by this programming to keep
foraging for food or for reproduction. And without this type of programming no entity or individual would exist.

So in that respect ego is not an evil. I don’t want to give you the impression that egos are something to get rid of
because they’re evil. It’s just that they’re not consistent. They bid for our energy, and we don’t have unlimited
amounts of energy to give in all directions. In other words, even a goat is limited in the amount of breeding he
can do. He has to quit breeding occasionally and go out and start eating. So he’s got two egos. He’s got the
appetite for food and he’s also got the appetite for reproduction.

I maintain that the conflict that exists between these egos is the crack in the door by which we can seize our
future destiny. We automatically inhibit – the entity is programmed to inhibit some of the egos or appetites to
preserve the life. So if there is reproduction at least the parent will take care of the child. If the parent decided to
be incessantly dissipating, the parent would die before the child were born, or right after the child were born,
and there would be no species survival.

Consequently nature has somehow, although we’re programmed seemingly just to reproduce and fertilize the
planet – there doesn’t seem to be much of a manifest [?] purpose – the purpose that we seize upon – we have to
seize upon it and work at it, so to speak – is brought about by encouraging this objection of one ego to the other:
[sentence] The resistance of nature to the egos, not letting them take over the organism. So we encourage that
long enough to give ourselves a little help, so we can do some thinking on something else, some other subject
besides vegetating.

sn2-40:35

Q. Could you briefly describe some of the techniques that you use in meditation?

R. Yes. First of all, you can just look at yourself, if possible. There are little things you can do. You can read
about it, it helps, or if I tell you, you can go home and try it. I was mentioning when I was up in Cleveland, of
the things people expect of themselves, [sound of another tape cassette changing] they react according to the
way they look. Because they think that other people will react that way to them. I mentioned that if you go into
your house when you have your old clothes on, let’s say you work as a truck driver or something, you’ve got
your old clothes on, and you look in the mirror. You’re dirty, unkempt. Then take note of yourself when you’re
well dressed and you go and look in the mirror. It’s a different state of mind. It’s a different belief in yourself,
you have a different perception of yourself.



And you act it. You’ll put your shoulders back and walk a little straighter when you’ve got the suit of clothes on.
And likewise with the girl: she walks three inches off the earth when she has this nice gown on; but she’s very
unhappy if she’s got one that she wore last month.

So these are egos. Now in meditation, if you want to clear up your whole life pattern, what’s lousing you up – it
starts off with social incompatibility – you sit and think about things that happened in your past. You don’t go
into it strenuously, you just sit there and let your mind go back to when you were in high school, and you’ll
think perhaps of an encounter you had with someone that didn’t turn out too well.

sn2-42:36

It may have been a love encounter, it may have been a fistfight. And by virtue of the fact that it happened five or
six years ago, you’re not going to get angry all over again, or you’re not going to fall in love all over again. But
you’ll observe your conduct, and you’ll see certain parts of it that will appear ridiculous. And then you’ll realize
where you misgauged. Then if you can carry that same trait up into the present time, you become a better
human being. You won’t be so quick to misgauge again, or to get angry or something when it’s really your own
fault.

Now this is a very superficial type of self-analysis, but pretty soon you get a

[sn2 ends at 43:17]
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completely different picture of yourself and this continues to change. It doesn’t stop with just social
compatibility, you then start to watch your thinking processes, and you start to evaluate

[no break] – file sn3 starts here
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why you think a certain way. You start to evaluate who is thinking, where do these thoughts come from, why are
you forced to think in a given time a certain way?

And unless you realize this, you can’t find a spiritual success. Because we are programmed, also, to be
periodically in heat, or periodically depressed, and unless we observe this in meditation we will not be able to
circumvent it and still continue on a given path.

So the whole thought processes, eventually, in this meditational thing, are evaluated and solved. And like I said
to him, you don’t struggle to change it, the change becomes automatic, you start to change then. And it’s a
cumulative thing. The more you see the more you’re able to see. It just multiplies. And eventually it goes into a



point where you start to go back behind your thoughts, you go back behind the observer, you pick up what I call
the ray of the absolute. You go back through your manifested mind, the dimension of the prop room from which
all this stuff is projected. And once you start it’s almost inevitable. You can’t hardly stop going back.

We have a little paper, incidentally, if you’re curious about following up on this, it’s called the Meditation Paper.
And it’s got some therapy along with it.

Q. [question about the name of the Kent group, Pyramid Zen Society]

R. The reason I use the word Zen? First of all, it’s a Zen system. I encountered a Zen teacher after I had the
experience. When I had my experience it was just an experience. I would talk to people and say, “I had an
experience and I came to this realization.” So what? What did they care? They didn’t understand what I was
talking about. I would have to talk to people who perhaps had read books on spiritual illumination, cosmic
consciousness, that sort of thing. But the books weren’t in print those days. Suzuki was not in print. If he was I
never found it in the libraries. So I realized that in order to convey this to anybody I had to develop a language.
If you say, “Let me talk to you about Is-ness” – no one is going to be interested. They wouldn’t have any idea
what you were talking about. Because that’s what it is, Is-ness. And if you use certain words that have been used
before, there’s an immediate association with the previous meaning of those words. Like the word cosmic
consciousness. That sounds like a new gimmick. Unless you’re acquainted with Bucke’s book Cosmic
Consciousness, where he talks about these experiences and catalogs them. So unless you run into somebody
who knows the difference between kevala samadhi and sahaja samadhi – and I never even knew those words
myself in those days, I had the experience but there was no terminology.

So I gave up. I didn’t really care to read any books. I didn’t see any point. I had reached the goal that I wanted,
why should I read books? But then I realized, as for what he asked me, I had to have a purpose for living. I
couldn’t decide on a good purpose for living unless I were able to convey this. To talk to people who were
asleep. That’s what it amounts to. The mass of mankind is asleep and you must talk to them in a sleepwalkers
language. And some people are half awake, all you have to do is say a few words and they pick it up
immediately. And with other people you talk and talk and talk logically, about Ramana Maharshi, Plato, and so
on.

So there was a necessity for using or studying a language. And I ran into this Zen teacher who had a method of
transmission. Not only language, but a method of transmitting this to someone else’s head. And I was kind of
overjoyed to find that there was a method. And he called himself a Zen teacheR. He gave me a genealogy, he
said if you care to refer to it that’s all right, but he said it’s all garbage. Having someone tell you that they
descended, that they received some rubber stamp from somebody else – it doesn’t mean a thing if they don’t
have it.

And incidentally this is what happened with some of the so-called bona fide Zen teachers. Sokei-An was sent
over here by some Zen school and Alan Watts ran into him, and Alan Watts had certain preconceptions about
Zen, one of them being that there’s nothing to find. H e wrote many books on Zen and said there’s nothing to
do. Then why read the books? Why talk? I say there is something to do, something anyone can do. And what it
was, the literature of Zen tells you that you find nothingness. So immediately if the reaction is that you’re not
going to find anything, they’re reading it wrong. You are going to find nothingness. And you are going to find
everything-ness. Which they don’t have.

Consequently there is a language. And when I first started talking, at the universities, I talked on Zen. Well
some younger people at Pittsburgh – we started off at the University of Pittsburgh – they wanted to start a little
study group. And I encouraged them to get books on Zen and read them. Why not Christian mysticism? Because
if you say to somebody that there’s a superlative method of Christian direction, no one wants to hear it. Because
they’ve had their belly full of being misled with the Christian direction. If they’re really thinkers they realize
that it’s become just a social institution.



The word Zen doesn’t have any dogma. It doesn’t say you have to go to church and build a cathedral, all you
have to do is think. So in this respect I admired the Zen philosophy, I accepted the Zen language, and I used the
Zen technique of transmission.

So when we applied for a place to talk at the university they wanted to know who was going to talk, who the
group was. Because you have to have a group before you get a room at the university. And my immediate
reaction was, tell them that you’re studying Zen. So we had to call ourselves the Zen Study Group to apply for
the room, to speak on campus.

So when we came to Kent State, the next university, each one chose their own name. I said what does it matter
what you call yourself, call yourself anything, if they want a name give them a name. So we called ourselves the
Pyramid Zen Society here. Pyramid Zen was taken after two or three hours of deliberation. The word pyramid
had nothing to do with this craze they have now of building pyramids. It’s the idea of the law of three, and the
idea that all human effort, whether it’s financial or economic or spiritual is pyramidal in form. For every PhD at
the top there are a million illiterates at the base. For every millionaire there are a million people at the base in
poverty. For every spiritually successful man there are a million who didn’t make it. There is no changing this.
This is the reason we put a pyramid on the book, to bring this out. This is not a democratic venture. You’re not
going to take everyone to heaven. This is not what people want to hear, that either everybody gets into this or
it’s no good.

Q. You said that after the realization you were suicidal for about a week, and you say that your rationalization
for living was talking and spreading the message.

R. Yes.

Q. Was it really that bad, what you saw?

R. What I saw was very good, if you can define it in those terms, but what I was coming back to wasn’t that
good.

Q. Was that an important decision?

R. I don’t know if it was really a decision, it was a desire. If I had jumped from a bridge I don’t think that would
have been a result of a decision, but rather something pushing me, the thing pushing me being an extreme
distaste for what was behind me.

Q. So looking ahead it looks good?

R. Well, one thing about it, it’s not going to change. If you’re asking me whether I’m pleased with what I saw, I
am pleased with what I saw. I am pleased with what I became. I don’t think anyone would ever regret. First of
all when you realize that as you are now, you never existed and you will never exist. This is a blow. This hits the
ego. Because we like to think that what we see in the mirror is going to be around for a long time, and we can
take a picture of it and hang it on the wall so the grandchildren can’t escape from it. Because it’s very important
for them to see grampa’s picture on the wall.

This isn’t important at all. This part of us does not exist, except as a projection, and once it’s dead and decayed
you will realize that it never existed. It’s just like a costume. So those things, letting go of the delightful pictures
of ourselves, this is what causes the trauma. You have the trauma going in, I had tremendous trauma going in,
and then when it pops, you’re simply one with everything. Then coming back, again the trauma of coming back
to the jungle.

Q. People talk of similar experiences with drugs. Is it the same thing?



R. Well, you can tell how far a person has been. I took acid, in fact, after that because someone said you go
through the death experience with it, and one of the requisites for having the experience is dying, and so I
thought, OK I’ll try it. Maybe it will key it in, because it doesn’t key in very often, because it’s severe. But it’s
not advisable, if you had chemicals that you could use to key in to the experience, because ultimately it kills
you. I mean, you have no guarantee, you’re convinced you’re dying, and the only thing that brings you back is
an accident.

Then again, I’ll go back to his question, I think there’s another power behind it. I think that we’re in the
company of other powers, or other intelligences, and we possibly get a bit of help from them. Because I can see
a lot of things that, if they hadn’t have happened, if I hadn’t been in a certain position, this experience wouldn’t
have happened. If I hadn’t been in a certain position, I may have gone off the bridge. So it seems like there was
a bit of planning being done that I hadn’t done. For what it’s worth.

Consequently, I didn’t choose. I realized first of all, that I would survive the trauma. I realized that I was back
here for a purpose. And I realize that something had helped me through the whole experience, and whatever it
was knew more about my purpose than I did. I didn’t create myself, I didn’t plan this incarnation or whatever
you want a call it. So whatever planned it, whatever was behind this big theatrical production – the producer
knows more than I do. That’s another ego we have – that upon knowing something you would immediately be
in charge. You’re not in charge. You’re God but you’re not in charge. You exist within God but you are not in
charge of the operation. I don’t say that you couldn’t be, if you stayed over there long enough, that you couldn’t
create a few little dramas of your own, but don’t ever curse humanity with any more dramas, we have enough.

Q. When you said you weren’t really enjoying this picture show, does that mean that you think there’s going to
be something better?

R. There is Reality. This is what I call small “r” reality. There is a capital “R” Reality . There is a small “s” self.
That’s your personality. And there’s the capital “S” Self which is the Absolute.

The small “r” reality is here. Don’t hit the traffic cop, he’ll hit you back, you’ll feel it. You can’t violate it and
say this doesn’t exist and try to walk off a cliff, you’ll be killed. There is small “r” reality. But in relation to
capitol “R” Reality it’s only a projection. That actually, if you walked off the cliff you would enter into a form
of reality in which you had dreamed about falling off a cliff. But still, this dream is very real. It’s all you have.
But if you get to dreaming about capital “R” Reality, well, then you wake up.

Q. …?!

R. I’m sorry. [laughter] I didn’t mean to leave you confused.

Q. Do you react the same when you come back?

R. I don’t think you’re ever the same. Oh, you mean to this? [world]

Q. The small “r” reality, do you react to it?

R. Oh sure, you have to. But you don’t react the same. You can’t become wrapped up in it.

Q. When you have cause to react.

R. I react the same as anyone else, I’m just not wrapped up in it, that’s all. I’d last longer probably if I were a
little more excited about things.

Q. There’s a lot of old people like that.



R. True, that’s what I was talking about, about the ego. But I was this way when I was a kid. When I was a child
I just couldn’t get interested in things that other people were wrapped up in. Like sports. I thought it was
tremendously foolish. Food. Sitting and having a perfect dish of food, this used to upset me some times. I
couldn’t understand people making a big noise about how nice the food looked and how nice it tasted.
Somehow I would be disgusted with this.

Q. Are you still like that now?

R. Yeah.

Q. How come you’ve got this thing? [points to pot belly]

R. That’s from not watching the starch I’m eating. That’s from not watching my diet. So I’m fat. [laughter] A fat
man rots and a skinny man rots, they all rot. [laughter]

Q. You were talking about not existing, but I don’t see how dying and rotting couldn’t be real.

R. Well, you can watch Clark Gable in the movies and you’ll weep with his dying and rejoice with his love-
making and all this sort of thing, and really think that you’re in the presence of a real-life drama. Then when
they shoot him at the end of the show and you see him alive in another show, you’ll realize that he’s not dead.
It’s pretty much the same thing.

I believe people will pick this up in this lifetime. Did you ever go to sleep and start dreaming and say to
yourself, “I hope this is a dream”? Sure. The guy dreams, he dreams they’re chopping his head off and he’s
frantic, and he says, “ I hope this is a dream” – how is that different from the state of mind of the man who is
actually being led down to the guillotine? He doesn’t know. He’s hoping it’s a dream. He’s hoping he can wake
up.

Q. Are you saying we are going to wake up?

R. Well, to a degree. I think there are different degrees of people waking. It depends on the ability to come
partly awake now. In other words, the reason I qualify it in that manner, is because the majority of people, if
they were in a state such as a sahaja samadhi-type post-death experience, in which there was no personality left,
nothing to remind them of themselves, they would not comprehend it. They could not accept it as life. They
would not know how to act. They would believe they were dead.

This is explained in the Tibetan Bardo, the Book of the Dead. A person who dies believing they’re going to meet
their parents or their grandfather or their guru, will meet them. It will be a relative picture. They will be living in
a mental projection, all he does is project another realm. And they warn the person is about to die, the prayers
are recited to the person who is dying, to beware that when you die you will see this, the place called purgatory
or hell. You will go through certain things that you believe exist which are not there. They are mental creations.
And if you don’t accept them as real you will transcend them and go on to a more real experience.
Consequently, you can dream after death that you’re in heaven, and float around in that dream and live in it.

Q. [inaudible question]

R. Well I don’t have a fair comprehension – you mean of humanity?

Q. Yes.

R. Well, I think there are periods. There seem to be periods were something goes to sleep and lets a few people
wake up. I remember when the boys first came down to my place about five years ago. I told them that if you’re
going to pass this on to anybody it will have to be done within seven years, within this seven year period,



because the pendulum will swing the other way and the door will close. And it’s very significant here that it
stays closed. There has been very little spiritual interest since the mafia got hold of the acid. In other words,
people had intuitive glimpses by the use of psychedelic drugs, and that seemed to be the chemical [key] …

Q. [interrupting] [inaudible]

R. Well, I think what happens is, down through the ages [inaudible]. But occasionally something will pop up
that will cause them to see a little more clearly. But biologically, we’re not supposed to see too clearly.
Biologically we’re just supposed to reproduce.

Q. Is it necessary to develop the awareness of this bardo experience?

R. Well, I think that merely having heard it, having read the Tibetan Book of the Dead, having heard it here
today, will make you stop and think. Just like the knowledge of dreams. Some people’s dreams are very real.
They can say, “I’m going to have that dream.” And some people dream and in the dream realize they’re
sleeping, because they’ve previously been told, and they have told themselves, “You’re going to have a bad
dream” – so they can be aware of it.

The only thing that I can possibly see, is that a person who dies, who lingers – I think the ray goes back through
the manifested mind, which I call the prop-room – and in going through the prop-room, instead of going on
through they grab something and stay there.

So this seems to me to be the equivalent of the realm from which they would reincarnate. They don’t get out of
it. They have to go someplace. So they’re projected. They project themselves into some other dream. By virtue
of some desire for realization. Any sort of realization, for experience.

Q. [mostly inaudible question about certain religious groups who pray for after-death experience]

sn5-23:40 – BETTER VERSION OF AUDIO

Q. That might explain why certain groups go for this belief, the belief in a ?? the belief in a savior ...

R. Yes, this may be a form of salvation. I don’t quibble with it. Because if a person who does not have any
chance, by virtue of their limitations, their mental limitations, as a concentrated attack for a final solution, may,
by addicting himself to belief, create a bardo or a heaven. This is better than going into oblivion. There’s no
proof that the majority of creatures do not enter oblivion.

Q. What is oblivion? I don’t understand what they mean by oblivion.

R. I don’t know what it is eitheR. Except that it’s minus. A non-conscious experience. In which you’re not
conscious – No memory even of yourself.

sn6-24:45

See, in awareness you have a memory of yourself. This is the amazing thing. A lot of people think that when
you enter this absolute state that you forget. No. You forget your personality but you know yourself, you
remember yourself, you’re aware of yourself. In fact you can see you can see at any given time, you can see the
creation in yourself, in the creation. But that doesn’t mean that you’re identified with it. That you love it, that
you want to go back and be making a million dollars. That part is ?? absurd. The whole trip seems absurd to
you.

[end of OLD file]

sn5-25:25



Q. Why is it the, why would it be, is there any, if someone, suppose they were feeling ?? ?? they couldn’t, that
the path was too hard, is it ? to ignore enlightenment in this lifetime and just prepare yourself for the death
bardo? Is that a rational thing to do? Or why is that necessary??

25:47

R. Well I don’t, I believe that whatever you’ll do is what your intuition tells you to do. I believe – you’ll operate
within the realm of your intuition. In other words, I think a lot people are helping to create bardos. Because they
sense that’s all they can do. In other words, they can generate a lot of devotion for a given cause, and by virtue
of using their emotional self, emotionally attach themselves to a given movement, and that’s as much as they
can do. So their intuition guides them correctly, in their capacity, in whatever capacity they can work at.

26:23

Q. Would you rather ?? ??

R. What? I think that all of us would agree that we have that responsibility to our capacity.

Well, do any of you have any plans for meeting someplace after?

Q. [Art?] We meet here every Wednesday at 7:30 in 220.

R. That’s the local, this group here ... where do you meet, in this room?

Q. Room 220. [note: so this is a lecture not a group meeting]

Q. Thanks a lot Mr. Rose

[applause]
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... and which in turn means that words have positive intention, but often in a negative type of definition.

In other words, we can take the word "apple." Most of us know that which an apple is – but try to define it to a
person who has never seen an apple, or to someone who just demands a definition from you to challenge your
knowledge on the matter.



So we say that an apple is a fruit. And the person wants us to define "fruit," and we get into an endless
description of biological classifications to show mostly the types of fruit that an apple is not, down to the types
of plants that are not fruit-bearing. Because we must define by distinguishing that apple. Not by describing its
uniqueness, but by making it unique by describing everything else and then saying or implying that an apple is
not all of these things.

The shortcut of course is to seize an apple and say, "This is an apple." Then if a person persists in childish
sophistry by saying that it might be an illusion foisted upon the observer, then of course the proper thing to do,
or the most propitious thing to do, would be to hit him with the apple. Definition has run its course. Subjective
evaluation will produce no more meaning. The only thing left for the student is the apple experience.

So the student approaches the a teacher and tries to get that teacher to define the Truth. The teacher knows that
the truth must be an experience, not a bit of wisdom gained by argument, but he also knows that he must
communicate with the student in the student's language – and hope by a special type of answer to illustrate and
convince the student that language can be an everlasting tangent.

So he says, "The truth is a white swan gliding upon blue waters."

And the student replies, "I do not understand. Does the swan always have to be white?"

And the teacher replies, "Make it any color that you wish."

Then the student comes back, "Then why did you say that the swan is white, if it can be any color?"

And the teacher again enigmatically replies, "My swan is white, but I cannot expect you to see it." And saying
this he gets up and leaves, hoping that the student in the quiet that follows will understand that truth, like the
swan, cannot be identified when it refers to the absolute nature of man; yet it is a fact that can be grasped
somehow.

sn-paper-02:31

In the absolute sense the truth is a white swan, it is a lake, it is even an apple. It is also a black swan, or it is an
ocean, or it is even a plum. You can make it any color you wish, for all objects, even though they are illusions or
imaginings, may exist absolutely – but only as projections, illusions, or imaginings.

The thing to be aware of is the fact that the swan, the lake and the world may not exist at all as we see them.
Even though, our short-lived body and limited senses must be able to touch the absolute and hence be related to
it, because the teacher has found it – in such a body and with such senses that are primarily and manifestly
subject to error and individual coloration – while in that erroneous body, to pick up this truth. [has found this
truth.]

And consequently he has survived, or transcends, the individual coloration that he goes through to find his
absolute answer.

The swan is a swan, for all eternity. The swan at the same time may not exist at all except as a projection. The
swan is as real as the mountains, and the mountains are as real as the planet, and the planet is as real as the
visible constellations. But all of this may be a projection or an illusion.

But if man and the swan are projections, and they appear to our minds as real, then before we could ever
demand of ourselves the acceptance of man and swan as not-being, it is evident that such a truth could only be
observed with any degree of conviction by another mind – since our mind believes that we are substance.

sn-paper-04:15



Zen would then be a system of looking at man with another mind.

If man is to look at himself objectively he has to first realize that he is not really scientific about himself, and he
must take a first step and assume the position of scrutinizer, of impartial observer, and not listen to the self-
definitions of the man under the microscope. There’s no other way of putting it.

sn-paper-04:44

If we just take the idea that it is possible for man to be projecting a false picture of himself, and it is possible
that man is defining himself according to that which he wants to believe himself to be, or according to ideas
forced upon him by prenatal programming, then we have no other course as honest laboratory scientists except
to set up a system that carefully takes note of such projection possibilities, and qualify all findings, statements,
and conclusions with the reminder that such a projection might be there.

So we say that a swan is white – but it may be black. We say that black is black, but it might also be the absence
of color. We say that a swan is on the lake, but the swan and the lake may very well not be there.

Now you might say at this point, "Is this really common sense, to keep qualifying everything that is witnessed?"
I do not think it is so necessary to keep qualifying everything, once you know that we are relative creatures
viewing a relative world. We go back immediately to things that seem more certain and avoid things that are
manifestly erroneous.

In other words, we have to live with a world of swans and mountains until we can function with a mentality that
demonstrates, if ever, that the swan exists only as a projection of ourself or some other mind-self.

The real common sense lesson behind this swan-episode is the realization once and for all time that man is not
going to reach an understanding of reality by a type of reasoning that accepts things as his body vehicle sees
them, or as his desires wish to see them.

He must be objective, even though that objectivity requires that he qualify every conclusion with the chances or
percentages for error that lie in the human factors: the limitations of the senses; the ability to project things
which even our neighbors project differently; the ability to accept concepts, theories, or ideas that are born in
fears and desires of all men.

sn-paper-06:46

So I maintain that it's common sense to first admit that we do not have a perfect system or of science, nor
definition.

And it is common sense to note that a man could be more objective about the analysis of the cat or the mouse
than he could be about his analysis of himself. (In other words we can very objectively dissect other creatures or
analyze them, quite convinced that we're not taking the animal's psychology into consideration and allowing it
to color our findings.) We must find some way to detach ourself from our specimen, if man wishes to be
objective about the study of man, i.e., about himself.

It would appear that we will would get nowhere by continually questioning everything that appears to mankind
as being a fact or factual object. I don't deny that to do only that – to evaluate and hesitate forever to take any
stand, or to accept any premise because of the finite or fickle nature of man's mind – would cause a stalemate
that would put a stop to any future investigation or prospecting.

There is a way out of this. There is a way around this seeming dilemma of – "Shall we accept things, or shall we
before we move deny everything, or question everything?" We keep in mind our fickle mind and try to plan
around it.



Most of the writings on Zen do not get into psychology much. If self-psychological systems were taught in old
Zen schools, it must have been done privately; perhaps the koans were goads to force each student to come to
the same conclusion, but each in his own way.

sn-paper-08:35

But while much of thinking is not truly objective, each of us must keep on thinking, because the problem is not
solved by just admitting that our heads are messed up with body-oriented ideas or desire-born concepts.

Our first reaction is to rationalize that we cannot plan around our own mind. And this is not true. Religion for
centuries has been at the task of planning around the instinctive or natural directions of man's mind. Our
civilization and perhaps our technology may well not have been what they are today if man had not inhibited
some of his more body-oriented appetites, or had not transmuted them into mental energies that led to
technological advances.

I personally depart from the limitations of what is called traditional Zen – from the limitations that inadequate
literature about Zen impels upon us.

sn-paper-09:34

Zen is a mental system. And the field of the mind is its battlefield. We hear that the battle to know the mind may
well wipe out the battlefield. Meaning that in the process of analyzing the mind we may destroy the specimen.

Since Zen is a mental system essentially, it comes within the province of psychology. And it is either something
that enhances psychology or detracts from psychological discoveries. And naturally, I assume that it not only
enhances psychology, but it is the best system of understanding the mind that has ever existed.

sn-paper-10:08

It is vastly different from Western psychology. Western psychology attempts to build a system based upon the
observation of the effects of stimuli upon the body. This is the reaction-science, or behavioral psychology. It
relates to the body, not the mind of man. Our psychologists then react to will answer this accusation by saying
that there is nothing but a sort of somatic-mind: that's all there is, just what you see: Man is only that which you
see, and if man has any attributes besides what you see, they can be traceable or witnessed through the body.

All of this is an attempt to be scientific, but the error lies in trying to analyze intangibles in a test tube, and
arguing that it is not the chemist's fault that the mind or thought under observation can't be made visible,
tangible, and capable of proving its own existence.

In other words, the chemist-psychologist just says, "Well, the thought doesn't exist like you think it does; there's
nothing outside of the body – those are just reactions, sometimes they're copied by electrical readings, on a
electroencephalograph – but they're just electrical impulses that accompany certain reactions. And you can't
prove otherwise." So he blames the thought itself for not being able to manifest itself more clearly, you might
say.

sn-paper-11:37

The mind, like electricity, is, and like electricity cannot be weighed. But it can be measured by its effects. What
it boils down to is monism as opposed to dualism. The current trend is to simply deny anything which cannot be
scrutinized with the tools with which we are limited.

But we have diverged too much. I want to get back to the system of simplicity – of doing things simply and
directly – that will lead us to full realization of the final state of reality or existence.



This system says that there's garbage and then there is stuff that smells worse than garbage. Discrimination is
largely the ability to know the difference.

So that when a man comes to us and announces that he can multiply our money for us in a few seconds by
hiding it under his house in a paper bag overnight while we chant mantras in the attic – we don't bother to trust
that man with our money. We just don't think that common sense would advise that type of risk.

We avoid the obvious charlatan unless we are very stupid or retarded. We will avoid charlatans in proportion to
our stupidity or good sense. People who put their life savings into a bag and hand it over to a stranger have
spent their lives foolishly. People who dedicate a life's energy to the first system they encounter (which is
generally through their parents) may well be spending their life foolishly.

To be alert for false concepts, and to keep alert to the idea that we can be duped, even by ourselves, we set up
yardsticks. These yardsticks help us to sort the garbage.

[there is an apparent splice noise in the tape here]

Man cannot approach the Truth. (That which I call "capital-T Truth". Small-t truth is just the evident, the
everyday things that we accept, i.e., a lie that we recognize, or something in chemistry or science that we
generally all agree upon to be true. Whereas capital-T Truth refers to the final state of things.)

Capital-T Truth relates to the final essence of man. The anterior observer of all that man is, and if possible, the
qualities and conditions of that final kind of essence and its relation to all other being.

Man cannot approach that which he does not yet know. It is like saying, "Let us go to the planet Theos," before
knowing beforehand where it is, and before knowing that which is needed to make the trip. If the trip is going to
take us two hundred years, we might be able find a way to build a faster ship; but there is no way at all to find
the planet Theos if we do not know where it is.

sn-paper-14:26

The truth is a postulation only, until it is reached. There is an attempt to postulate theological truths, and then try
to prove things which may have no bearing in fact at all, but were things which we just wanted to believe.

The sum total of all theological and transcendental findings is an unproven mass. And we must work with it,
because we have no other data to work with, except with dogmas that which evolved from concept structures,
sn-paper—14:57 [beginning of formerly missing material, no gap in words now]

that evolved from the claims of someone – who claimed he was inspired or was a personal witness to a nebulous
planet Theos.

Our process consists in garbage-study. [Chilton]-Pearce noticed that our language was prejudiced with projected
meanings that only led us to accept that which might be an enforced or false projection, and suggested that
wisdom might result from the dumping of all language and symbology and starting all over with symbols that
might bring new results.

sn-paper-15:22

Since a new set of symbols might only double our need for analyzing more data, or for studying the same old
data in two different languages or approaches, it is better to limit the confusion entirely.

There are two phrases used in this business of finding truth from garbage: One is “milk from thorns” and the
other is the technique of the “reverse vector”.



sn-paper-15:44

Since approaching truth by dictating beforehand that which you will find leads nowhere, and since postulating
God and Godly attributes before knowing if [whether] God as imagined so exists, ...

[gap in tape, missing words]

[end of missing section]

sn-paper-15:59

... promises nothing for certain, then there can be no other way [WAS INSERTED IN OLD VERSION: to
approach the truth, that which we do not yet know] except to retreat from the erroneous human methods of
thinking, all the while closing only the doors that lead us into manifest absurdities. This is the technique of the
reverse vector.

We become a vector which searches for the truth (small-t and capital-T), and we live the truth to the best of our
ability. Then we are a vector at least. And as is the testimony of every sage who that found the ultimate state of
existence, we later find that this is the universal method of the becoming, that results in a gradual change of
being.

sn-paper-16:41

"Milk from thorns" is pretty much what it sounds like. We are animals, who may evolve into self-sentient
beings. (In other words, we can get something perhaps more sublime out of rather crude material.) And it is not
in pretending that we have as humans a perfect system, or the only system, that we will take the giant step into
being and reality. It is rather from taking and observing the phony philosophies and religions, and avoiding their
basis in wishful thinking, that we will make any progress. We can't make any progress by just accepting things.

Reversing the vector is also called backing away from untruth. There are many religions on the earth that
profess to chart the sky path to the planet Theos. However, by the use of yardsticks and by examining religions
persistently with the idea of sorting and discarding the manifestly absurd, for those less absurd, we will arrive
where there is less and less absurdity, and where with new courage we can evolve only in the direction of true
choosing.

In other words, this is basically an idea of gravity. Evidently – if you train yourself to avoid the untrue, to reject
and reject and reject as you find stuff absurd, you can only go in the opposite direction. Your intuition, your
whole mental systems, are going to be skilled or directed or trained to move into a computation that is valid as
opposed to something that you'd just like to believe because you're tired.

For instance, a long time ago we decided that human sacrifice was absurd, in the practice of religion. And later
we may decide that burning candles or ?? [sounds like “playing towels” -- in the original: “turning prayer
wheels”] would be equally absurd, or would leave no impression on an intelligence like of God that transcends
the galaxies, according to the beliefs of that particular religion at least.

sn-paper-18:50

In this system of thinning out the religions and transcendent movements we find less and less confusion. We
find after awhile that nearly all of the major religions are ninety percent mumbo-jumbo, and that [says “nine” on
the tape] ninety percent of the remaining lesser religions emanated from them.

Then we run across an arcane system, or a system that calls itself transcendental or metaphysical, which seems
to agree with some of the mumbo-jumbo content of the major religions, and we decide that we have found the
truth. But then again it may be that we are committing the old error of joining that which agrees with us on



some prejudice or other – which we'll have to check.

I mentioned yardsticks before but didn't elaborate on the word: Yardsticks are a means of measuring the religion
or system under appraisal without taking years to argue down every premise or pretense of the particular
movement.

For instance, some of the yardsticks are the measurement motivations of the particular movement to see if it is
motivated by money or power. I have without hesitation walked away from movements which charge enormous
fees, or which are more interested in power than in helping someone look for the truth.

sn-paper-20:04

Other yardsticks measure them for ritual, pageantry, and dogma. Some religions, lodges, and movements have
become Roman circuses, attempting to assuage the fevers of the unsatisfied minds with pageantry and
mummery.

There are still other yardsticks. We must measure the movements to see if they appeal to our fears, or to our
desire. We must measure them to see if they are deliberately soporific: Trying to put us to sleep, trying to soothe
and trying to placate the troubled people who are concerned about their immortality.

We must examine them to see if they are trying to compensate our weariness, by offering gimmicks and ?? ??
formulas that will ennoble enable our souls to develop while we sleep. Or they might give us secret words that
will supposedly overnight transform us from pumpkins into celestial potentates of some sort.

sn-paper-21:04 – change in tape, fidelity is more clear

At this point a person might argue about the utilitarian values of Zen, or point out that Zen is largely a system
with an unattainable goal, and that while we accuse other religions or systems of being time wasters, is seems
evident that since the goal of Zen, meaning Enlightenment, is very difficult to attain, then a large percentage of
dedicated Zen students waste their time, because of the mathematical percentages of failures.

In reply to this, first I must make the claim that the goal is not unattainable, while admitting that not all who
start searching wind up at the desired goal. However, if Zen were ruled out because of the percentages of
dropouts or failures, then the field of medicine might be a waste of time, for the undergraduates who were
washed out of the class before graduating.

We all know that every system of merit has its casualties. And I do not criticize the major religions for being
time-wasters except for those people capable of transcending the goals of those religions. In other words, the
religions are good in themselves – they satisfy a certain level of people – but there are religions that are a waste
of time for people whose goals are different or higher.

The religions we talk about are important, and although many people seemingly are wasting their time in them,
each religion is a vehicle for its constituents. And each needs the other; that is, both religion and the people on
that level need each other.

sn-paper-22:41

I like to go back to the early days of my own search, when I knew the odds that were against me. In the first
place, I did not know that Enlightenment was a goal; in fact, I did not even know what was meant by
Enlightenment. I knew that I did not know myself. Nor did I know anything about the relation of my religion to
the general picture of man, much less that of the universe.



I had vague ideas of reality being things that could be apprehended with the senses. And I had a vague idea that
there must be a God, or so many people would not be talking about one. God was some sort of invisible being
who had made a material, substantial universe for reasons unknown to everyone.

I decided to define myself. To find out the score. And I came to the conclusion that life was not worth living if I
did not know who was living. I realized that I could submit to the herd patterns, and get something of an
adventure out of just living and accepting things as everyone else did. But I also realized that I would be living
in a sort of fool's paradise – that need not be a fool's paradise.

I knew that the making of the search for truth as my tantamount goal might cost me. I might find death or
insanity as the price of the searching. I had heard of people going insane over religion, and I had heard of
people impairing their health with ascetic techniques.

sn-paper-24:19

I decided that despite these possibilities, life could only be endurable if I were making an attempt to find the
reasons for life. I did not have any advance proof that I would find the answer. But I decided that even if I failed
to find the truth, and seemingly wasted my life looking, I still would prefer that prospect of failure to a situation
where I had not even tried.

In my perspective, life is wasted if you do not define yourself. It is better to die trying. At least that leaves
behind a record of struggle, rather than a record of despair.

But there is more to it that these two alternatives of realization or despair. These two extremes are only viewed
as possibilities that a student measures when he starts out on the path. There are milestones along the way, and
experiences along the path, that make the search rewarding even in a utilitarian society.

sn-paper-25:19

And also, incidentally, there are other things that we discover as we go along – that sort of reinforce our belief
or feelings or intuition, that we are getting someplace; that it isn't all going to wind up in despair. It's not all a
blind struggle clear through to the end, although much is undefined until everything is defined. [says
“undefined” in original] Still we begin to feel that we're gaining momentum on the field of not-knowing, the
field of ignorance.

People outside of the Zen groups who have relatives in such groups, can only see their brothers and sons
victimized or having their time wasted. This is because everybody looks upon his own efforts, regardless of
what these efforts are, even if it's a business, as being the most important thing for anybody to do; he doesn't
just say, "It's important for me."

Most people identify their desired path, whether it is business or religion, as being the proper thing to do, and
they look upon themselves as being wise deciders. And regardless of what any of their relatives are in, if it's
different, they'll take a dim view of it.

We get the idea from various remarks that most people take a dim view about looking for the absolute nature of
things. The truth of the matter is that everyone wants all the truth he can get, but he does not want to put out too
much effort. We find that the average person gets very excited about relative truth, but he is inclined to leave
matters of an absolute nature up to people whom he considers experts in that field. Meaning, people in churches
– that have been chartered by the state to instruct about things of an absolute nature.

All men want the truth. They want to know the truth about business dealings, they want to know new truths
about electronics and materials so that they can have more comforts and more killing capacity. Technology is
based upon relative, scientific truth-finding, and such truths lead us to a more complicated society, and lead us
to discover better methods of fighting wars.
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I maintain that all relative truth must lead to a desire to know more truth, and to ultimately try to get at the
capital-T Truth behind all the enigmas of life.

There are three major questions that we mentioned before, [WHEN? – in the beginning that was missing? insert
here from the lecture "Where did we come from?" The second is: "Who are we?" (Or – "What is life?") The
third is: "Where are we going?"] that satisfy this lack of knowing the different enigmas of life. And I know that
the answering of those three questions sounds like a big order. But man's curiosity about these matters is always
there, even though man only works at answering those questions when he has little else to do.

For instance, let us take the business of our origin, or our condition before birth, if there was any existence
before birth. When we think about birth we cannot help thinking of time – past time – and this brings us
immediately to think of future time, the time not yet experienced. We immediately accept the time measurement
systems handed us by our parents and ancestors, and we find that our birth was located in time according to the
movements of the sun and the earth. The earth turns on its axis every twenty-four hours and that is a day; the
earth floats around the sun, and that's our measurement for the year.

We get the idea that time is an endless ribbon or strand, beginning infinitely way back in previous ages and
extending up until now, where it is being spontaneously manufactured. In other words, we really have the idea
that the future does not exist, only the word "future" to define that which as yet does not exist.

This idea about the future enables us to feel important, capable of forming our own future – so we'd like to
think. If we set to work out our own future and if it does not happen the way we planned it, we feel guilty. And
this guilt is the result of an artificially implanted conviction of capability to change the future. Which then is
followed by a feeling that we went about things wrong, or else we would have been able to effect the changes in
our environment that we wanted to.

sn-paper-29:41

It may be important for us to determine whether the feeling of importance about our capabilities for changing
the future is keeping us from possibly realizing that there may not be a future; or that our ability to change that
future is more limited than we suspected.

All of this means that time may not be the ribbon whose near end is constantly being created. It may be that the
whole ribbon is already formed, and the future is just that which we have not yet experienced.

The basic difference between Asian and European, or eastern and western, thinking lies in the different
appraisals of the time strand. Oriental philosophy and conduct are more passive and more fatalistic; western
thinking would be more willful.

sn-paper-30:31

To the eastern thinker we are like impulsive children, beating our heads against things that cannot be changed,
at least to the degree that we think we are changing them. We look upon the oriental as a sort of phlegmatic fool,
who has been defeated so completely that all initiative is lost.

We fail to take note that some of our most admired thinkers and spiritual leaders in the western world took a
position that implied that they were only pawns in a game already determined as to the outcome. Both Einstein
and Ouspensky had space-time concepts that had been accepted in other terminology by eastern philosophic
minds. What Einstein was able to put down in mathematical form had already been stated by many Tibetan and
Indian scholars.



The space-time continuum concept tells us that there is no time separate from space and no space separate from
time. We do not know that a mile is a mile until we measure it, and it takes a given amount of time to measure
it. This implies that unless you take time and apply it to a given space, you can't realize that space; a given space
depends upon the amount of time it takes to reach it, to reach from one point to another.

sn-paper-31:54

We talk of light-years, but to find this we measure the distance that light travels in a second, and multiply that
by the number of seconds in a year; the answer is a unit called a light-year. But to get that designation, "light-
year," we had to first get a spatial measurement, so that the word light-year is really a spatial measurement
whose computation is arrived at only by relating it to time, a year. And a year is a configuration of a planet
around another star in space; a complete circle in space is one year, a half-circle is six months.

(What I'm trying to say is that this is a synonymous way of understanding this business of space and time. That
a year may be something of "duration" to us, but a year is actually a circle around the sun by the earth.)

Zen has its origins in eastern attitudes or philosophies that take into consideration at least the possibility that
much of the game is already fixed – now I didn't say all of it – and that it is a good idea for us to look into the
real state of things as they are before going through some absurd process of trying to change things that cannot
be changed.

We hear much talk in Zen of phrases like "no-mind" and "non-action," but these terms are misleading. The
person who has reached the state so ineptly described as no-mind is responsive yet, and is using the same type
of mind that we have when he communicates with us about no-mind.

There is an implication of such a change of mental attitude or ability that makes our present mentality look like
no mind at all, yet both mental realizations or states are aware of the other: We are aware of the man talking
about no-mind, and the man in the state of no-mind is aware of talking to us, and he's aware of our state of
mind.
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The whole game is for the somatic mind, our present mind, to be aware by some means of an eternal mind or
essence. The term non-action does not imply physical atrophy, but rather a detachment from action. The attitude
becomes like, "In God I live and move and have my being; in myself I am nothing."

This latter is a Christian statement that involves postulating a God, if the speaker had not yet reached some
point of illumination. The term non-action is not quite so authoritative. It implies: "What do you think you are
able to do?" or, "Someone else may be pulling your strings."

Now I started all of this a little while ago by trying to show that the three seemingly simple questions that any
person wants to answer about his nature, origin, and destiny, can lead to deep thinking if we really want to
contemplate answers.

Another point immediately comes up: To do all this deep thinking, a person would have to have a specific
special life-style. He could not worry twelve hours a day about getting food for his family or worry about
getting killed in the urban jungle life, or worry about his health or about a disease killing him on the way to the
truth. He has to take care of the body, or the mind will never know what it missed, if the body is cut down.

sn-paper-35:21

A way of life becomes necessary. And I maintain that we do not have to join a monastery, but we either have to
join forces with people equally interested in protecting themselves and each other, or we have to design a
lifestyle



sn-paper ends at 35:36

File ? UNKNOWN

Note – SN-3a does not go here—it is a candidate for the Cleveland lecture [no break] or curriculum of our own,
figuring in every possible factor – which means figuring in hundreds of factors that a close-knit group would
not have to worry about.

This way of life is a factor that is both necessary and something that appeals to the common sense of anyone
trying to accomplish anything worthwhile. We know we have to work with our colleagues; the corporate form is
more successful than the individual business or even the partnership.

You may set out to get rich, to make a million. You will find that you are not getting very far alone, and decide
to form a partnership. But the partnership form is limited, and you find yourself liable for the partner's debts and
inhibited by the limited talents, capital, and energy of your partner. You finally become incorporated, and you
find that you can write a lot more expenses off and avoid taxation by expansion. You seem to have a lot more
capital available if you wish to sell stock, and your business can grow by leaps and bounds.

You may get rich or you may lose everything, regardless of the corporate form. But you will never regret
forming the corporation, saying and knowing that that was the only way to go.

The same common sense applies to a spiritual adventure. You find that you cannot get too far alone; you have to
read books that someone else wrote – so why not talk to the guy that wrote the book? You know that you have a
limited perspective, so you want to talk over your evaluations with someone who has read similar books, or talk
to worthwhile teachers.

So you form a partnership of sorts. The partnership may soon involve a half dozen serious people, but you soon
find that the partners do not put in as much energy as you do, or they become leaners who drain your energy.

The next step is to form a group, or to join a group, that is large enough that most of the personality frictions,
periodic energy lows, and diversification of spiritual directions will be diffused or dispersed within the large
membership. The membership will also afford to spend much of its surplus energy together, and many things
can be accomplished that would never be accomplished by an individual or several individuals working alone.

Talents of many types will appear within the group, and make possible the investigation of many directions.
Teachers may even appear in the ranks. But a significant thing must be remembered: This spiritual corporation
can fail. The whole thing can go down the drain. Or the corporation may survive, but a particular individual
may not get the goal that prompted him to join.

But – can that individual really say that the system was a mistake? That he wasted his time? Like the man who
incorporated, he must realize that regardless of success or failure it was the only way to go.

The truth of the matter is that there are things to gain along the way, even if complete or absolute success is not
achieved. This point is something I want to emphasize, in talking about Zen. There are fringe benefits. Win or
lose the jackpot, you really cannot lose, because Zen is a psychological system, and you can become a better
psychologist as more time is spent in Zen.

You get to know your head better, and you get to know other people's heads better. You know a lot more about
human capability and motivation. And you learn not to get excited if you lose a few marbles in a marble game.

You also get to relax more with the seeming traumas of life. Because once you understand that this is perhaps a
drama of sorts that you're not going to change – once you realize that you can't change it – you realize that
something else that is more let's say capable, has set up the rules for the game and the rules for the drama, and



you just sort of relax and don't try to change them.

When you come to this particular point of conviction, or let's say point of surrender or point of acceptance, it's
then that life becomes considerably easier. Instead of becoming wrapped up and being capable of having
tremendous anxieties about things going wrong with us, we're able to sort of step back and observe the whole
process, as a person would a picture.

Some of it might be – I don't say it isn't unpleasant – but at the same time, a tremendous lot of things that we
consider unpleasant will be avoided. And I'd say that ninety percent of the things we consider unpleasant aren't
really worth the worry, two weeks later when we look back upon them; they weren't worth the temper or the
anger or the frustration that we go through, making crises out of every little encounter with other human beings,
or crises out of every sickness or little cough that our children get.

And we're able to ride out this tide of adversity, that is caused by our association with other human beings,
much more easily.

It's not that I'm trying to endorse a utilitarian value for Zen; I'm just saying that you don't become a recluse. It's
not necessary to become a person who rejects society, you become a person in the final analysis who
understands society, a little better.

* *

The above transcription is from Richard Rose’s 1974 lecture. If you like the dynamism and spontaneity of
Richard Rose as speaker and teacher, please read his books, which are available at www.rosepublications.net or
www.tatfoundation.org.

Footnotes for Essay

Note for appendix, save From undated talk at farm, file sn-4b-fragment “The ultimate Observer and the absolute
are one.”

End of Essay

end
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