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THE ABSOLUTE TAO

THE TAO THAT CAN BE TRODDEN IS NOT THE ENDURING
AND UNCHANGING TAO. THE NAME THAT CAN BE NAMED
IS NOT THE ENDURING AND UNCHANGING NAME.

Those who have known, not by words, not by scriptures but by actually living life, from
amongst those very few, Lao Tzu is one. And from amongst those yet fewer persons, who
having known, have ceaselessly endeavoured to reveal what they have known, Lao Tzu is
one. But the very first experience of those enlightened ones, who have tried to express what
they have known is, that: whatever is expressible is not Truth. That which can assume form,
invariably loses its spiritual power (of the Formless).

Now if someone wishes to make a picture of the sky, this can never be. Whatever picture
is made, it will not be of the sky, for space is that which embodies everything. A picture
cannot contain anything; it, in itself is surrounded by space. So Truth expressed in words,
will be like the skies depicted in a picture. No bird can fly in the sky of a picture, no sun
comes out in the morning or stars at night. It is dead for all purposes and the sky only in
name. The sky cannot be in a picture. The greatest difficulty that a person encounters when
he sets forth to express Truth is, that no sooner Truth is converted into words, it becomes
Un-Truth. It becomes just what it is not. Then what was to be conveyed, remains unsaid; and
what was not to be conveyed, is given voice. Lao Tzu starts his very first line with this
statement.

Tao is a peerless word. Try to understand its full meaning so we can proceed with ease.



There are many meanings of Tao. The deeper a thing becomes, the more meanings it
develops; and when a thing becomes multi-dimensional, it is but natural that it becomes more
intricate. One interpretation of Tao is: "The Way." But, all paths are bound and fixed! What
sort of a path is Tao? It is like the path that a bird makes; in the skies as it flies -- the path is
formed but it is not fixed. All other paths leave their marks behind, which makes it easy for
others to follow. Tao is a path like the bird makes in the skies -- there are no footprints left
behind for the convenience of others to follow. If we visualize a path that is unconstructed, a
path where there are no footprints, a path that no other person can create for you -- you travel
and as you travel the path is formed -- then we can interpret Tao as: "The Way'. But such a
path we see nowhere! Therefore, is it proper to call Tao -- "The Way'?

This however, is one dimension of Tao. Now let us take another meaning of the Path. A
path is that which takes us to a destination. A path is that which joins us to the destination.
But Tao is not such a path. When we walk along a road and reach the destination, both the
road and the destination are connected to each other. In fact the destination is the last end of
the road and the road is the beginning of the destination. Therefore, the path and the goal are
not two different things -- they are joined allied to one another. The road cannot be without a
destination, nor can the destination be without a road. But Tao is a path that is tied to no
destination. When a destination is connected with a path, the length of the journey is known.
So the traveller knows the distance to the destination. But Tao is such a path where the
traveller attains his destination at the very place he stands! Therefore, Tao cannot be likened
to the general concept of a path. It is a path where we attain the destination from the very
place we stand upon. It can also be that we travel for millions of births and not attain it.
Invariably then, Tao is a different kind of a path. So one meaning of Tao is "The Path' but in a
very intrinsic sense -- and with very many conditions.

Another interpretation of Tao is 'Religion'. But Religion not in the sense that we generally
understand. Religion here is what the ancient Rishis meant. Religion means the Regulation
that holds all within itself. The Ultimate Law that holds all Existence, is the Tao Religion.
And this Religion is not akin to the Hindu, Islam or the Buddhist and Jain religions. Religion
is the Absolute Law of Existence. Religion means the Eternal Law of Life. But all laws are
limited. Tao is a Law that has no boundaries.

In fact, all boundaries pertain to death; there are no limitations to Life. Dead things alone
are limited. Live things are not limited they are boundless. The very meaning of life is one
continuous ability of expansion. If a seed is alive it can turn into a seedling. If a seedling is
alive, it can turn into a tree. If a tree is alive. more seeds and seedlings can come out of it.
Where the ability to expand stops. Life stops with it. This is why a child is more alive than an
old man, for its ability to expand is very great. So Tao is not the Law in any limited sense. It
is not a law like any man-made laws, that can be defined, that can be enclosed within a
boundary. Tao is a Law that is Infinite Expanse, capable of touching the Infinite, the
Boundless. Therefore to call it merely Religion, will not do.

There is one other word that the Rishis have used and which is perhaps, the nearest to
Tao. That word is 'RIT' from which the word 'RITU' (season) was evolved. The Ritu they talk
about is the discussion of Tao. If we try to understand the word 'Rit', by seasons it will be
easier.

Summer comes and then the rains and then Winter follows. Then again it is Summer. It is
a recurring circle, that keeps revolving. First there is childhood, then comes youth, then old
age and thereafter death. It is a circle that keeps revolving. First there is morning, then
evening and then night, then again it is morning. The Sun rises, then it sets, then it rises again



-- it is a circle. Life moves in a circular manner. The Controlling Factor of this movement is
what is known as 'Rit'. Remember, there is no concept of any God in this word 'Rit'. It means
the 'Controlling Principle' and not a Controlling Person. It is not a person who controls,
rather, it is a principle that goes on controlling. And this too, is not correct for it gives the
impression of a being that controls. It would be more proper to say, 'That from which the
Principle occurs, that from which the Principle evolves.' It is not that someone creates the
laws and forms regulations -- no; the laws are continuously formed through it. As the sprout
springs from the bud, so the seasons come out from 'Rit'. This also is one of the intrinsic
meanings of Tao.

Yet, none of these words convey the vital meaning of the word Tao, for whatever
meaning is given to it, Tao is yet infinitely greater; for something or the other is always left
out. This is the greatest difficulty with words that all words are formed out of duality. If we
say night, the day is left out; if we say light, darkness is left out; if we say life, death is left
out. Whatever we say, something is always left out; and Life, Existence, is one whole
amalgam. There night and day are no two separate things, birth and death are not two
different events; neither is a child and an old man two different entities, nor are hot and cold
two different states. There, when the Sun rises in the morning, it also sets in the night.

Life is such -- united, whole but whenever we try to express in words, something is left
out. If we say 'day', the night is left out but night too, is within the Existence. Whenever we
make a pronouncement -- this is Tao, this is the Path, this is the Religion, or the Rit', -- with
the very pronouncement, something is left unpronounced. Now for instance, suppose we say
the word 'Regulation’, with the very mention of this word, we leave out chaos whereas in life,
chaos also is. With the very word 'Regulation’, that which is anarchic, the chaotic factor, is
left behind. Nietzsche has written somewhere, "How will new stars come into being if
disorder is no more? How will new creation come into being if there is anarchy no more?"

Creation is born out of disorder, anarchy. Out of chaos comes creation. In the absence of
chaos, there can be no creation. And if creation alone is, it will never end, for it will have to
plunge into chaos to end itself. When we say, "The Principle,' we leave out chaos; but this too,
is a part of Existence. There is no way of leaving it out of existence; we can only brush it
aside with words. So when we say 'Rit', then also something is left out and that is -- chaos;
which happens and yet happens outside of the Principle. Everything in Existence does not
occur with Principle, or else life would become worthless. There is something in this
Existence that happens outside this Law. Whatever is non-significant obeys the Principle but
the most profound experiences of life follow no regulations. They come suddenly, uncalled,
without any cause, and knock at your door. The day, the advent of God takes place in a
person's life, he cannot say that because he did such and such a thing therefore he attained
Him. Then, he is only able to say: "What compassion, What mercy, my Lord! I have done
nothing to deserve this honour. Whatever 1 did, had no connection with this, Your coming!
How did You come? I never desired You, I never wished for You, nor did I ever seek You.
And if T ever desired you, I desired you in a wrong way and if I ever sought You it was in
places where You were not and if I ever wished for You I never believed You will ever come
my way! Then this -- Your Coming! Oh Lord Oh Lord!" When God enters into someone's
life, His advent has not the remotest connection with any action on the part of the individual.
He comes suddenly, uncalled!

If everything in Existence was based on Principle, then we could say that Tao means 'Rit'.
But that which is outside of this Regulation in Life and which is present every moment and
appears suddenly, without a cause, we cannot leave outside of Life and Existence. So then,



what shall we call Tao?

In his very first Sutra, Lao Tzu says! "The Tao that can be trodden is not the enduring and
unchanging Tao." Now a path means that which can be trodden upon. But Lao Tzu says, "Not
the path that can be trodden upon; not the path on which you can walk!" Now if we cannot
tread this path, what is the point in calling it a path? If only we can walk on it, could it be a
path. But Lao Tzu says otherwise -- "That which can be trodden is not the enduring,
unchanging Tao!"

There are many things to this small sutra. First and foremost, the path that can be trodden,
on which the incidence of walking takes place, the event of reaching does not take place
there. Where we have to reach is nowhere away from us. It is here and now. If I have to come
to you; I shall have to come along a path but if I have to go to myself, what path shall I
follow? And the more I set out on a journey to reach myself the more I shall wander. I shall
go further and further away! from myself. He who sets out on a path to find himself, will
never reach himself. How will he? He will lose himself with his own hands by this search. He
who wants to seek his own Self, has to leave all paths, for no path leads to the Self. In fact, no
path is required to reach the self, for paths are required to reach 'the other'. He reaches his
own self who leaves all paths and steps aside. He who does not walk, reaches! It is therefore
that Lao Tzu says: "The Tao that can be trodden is not the enduring and unchanging Tao."

Lao Tzu says two things: One is, that it is not eternal and enduring. In fact, whatever path
we can tread upon, will be formed by ourselves and since it is formed by ourselves, it cannot
be enduring. It will be created by man and therefore not created by God. And how can a path
that is carved out by us, lead to Truth? If we had the knowledge of the temple of Truth, then
we could carve a road that leads up to it. Remember a path can only be made if the
destination is known. If I know your house, I'll find a way to reach it. But this is very difficult
that I should reach your house without following a specific way. Or else, how will I know
where your house is?

An ancient Egyptian Scripture says: "When you meet God and you recognise Him, then
you will surely say, 'Forsooth, I have always known You!" If you cannot say this, then how
will you recognise God? Then recognition is impossible. The meaning of recognition is to
identify that which is known before. If God stands before me and I get up and ask Him;
"What is Your good name?" I shall then never recognise God. And if at the very first glance I
recognise Him -- that it is He! -- it means that at some moment, in some corner of my
consciousness, through some opening, I have known Him -- to-day, I have recognised Him.
We can only recognise what we have known. If you know already where Truth is, where is
the need for a path for you? You have reached Truth, you have known it. So the one who
knows, makes no paths; one who does not know, makes paths. And how can the paths made
by those who do not know ever take you towards Truth?

That cannot be the enduring path.

Which is the enduring path? The Path that was never made by Man; it was when Man was
not; and it will be when Man is not. It is that Path which is not created by the Rishis of the
Vedas; that is not created by any Buddha, Mahavira, Mohammed, Christ or Krishna. At the
most, they can only give news of this Path. So, which is the Enduring Path? In this context
the Rishis never say that what they say is their own. They always say, "So it has been said by
others before us: so has It always been known to Man. The tidings we bring is of that Path
which is eternal. It was, when we were not and it was even when there was no one. When the
Earth disintegrates and Life begins to depart, it still will be. Like the vast expanse of the
Skies, it was always present. It is a different matter that our wings were not strong enough till



yesterday to fly; today we can. It is yet a different matter that even today we cannot gather
courage enough and sit at the edge of our nest, sizing up our wings, turning within our minds
whether to fly or not to fly. But the skies are not formed by your flying. When you did not
have your wings; when you were imprisoned within the ego: it still was. And even if today, in
spite of your wings, you remain sitting and refuse to fly, the skies will not disintegrate on
your account. Space is -- even without you. So the Enduring Path is that which is devoid of
travellers. If a path depends on the traveller, it cannot be enduring.

And the path that is walked upon is ridden with deformities for the traveller walks with
his maladies. This needs a little explanation.

He who steps out of all maladies does not walk any more -- there is no need to. He has
reached. He who is filled with disease, keeps walking. He walks in order to escape his
maladies; but whichever path he treads becomes infected with his disease. Wherever he halts,
the place becomes unholy. Wherever he seeks, he only succeeds to create more smoke. It is
just as when a man steps into a pool of stagnant waters and disturbs the slush below. All his
efforts to put down the slush, will only help to raise the remaining slush from below. The
more desperately he tries, the more turbid the water becomes, for more slush rises to the
surface, making the water more dirty. If Lao Tzu happens to pass by, he would tell him,
"Friend, come out! That which you try to purify, becomes impure, for you yourself are
impure. Please come out. Leave the water alone. Sit on the shore, the water will purify itself.
You leave all efforts for they are dangerous -- one and all!"

The Path on which sick people walk, cannot be the enduring path.

Also remember, it is only the sick who walk. Those who reach, those who are purified,
who have known, they stop. For then there is no question of walking. In truth, we roam only
because some desire goads us on. All desires are unholy. Even the desire of attaining God is
unholy. The desire to attain liberation also is not without its stink. Actually wherever there
are desires, the mind becomes ugly. A mind full of desire, is a mind filled with tension.
Where there is the urge to reach; where there is the eagerness, the expectancy, there is born
the madness of wandering. And then all sicknesses gather together.

Lao Tzu says: "THE PATH THAT CAN BE TRODDEN IS NOT THE ENDURING
NOR THE UNCHANGING PATH." Is there then, such a path which cannot be trodden? Is
there a path on which one does not walk and on which one can only stand? Can there be a
path for standing alone? This appears contradictory. Roads are meant for walking and not
merely to stand! But Tao is the name of that Path which does not reach you by walking on it;
rather it reaches you by halting on it. Because by halting on it people have reached their
destination, it is called a Path. Man keeps roaming and running on the roads of the corporeal
world and they reach him nowhere. Therefore, these roads, in fact, are roads only in name.
They are not the Path.

The second part of the statement is: The name that can be memorised cannot be the
enduring and the unchanging Tao. The name which can be named, that can be recollected,
that can be expressed in words, cannot be the authentic name. It cannot be the enduring,
everlasting name which cannot be conquered by Time. Understand this further:

We give a name to every thing. It is convenient for human transactions, it is easier to
establish relationships and describe things. If we do not use names, things become
complicated and difficult. All movements are impossible without attributing names in this
world. But remember, as soon as we give a name, we reduce the limitlessness of that
particular thing and make it a limited entrance. Understand this a little: When we name an
object we limit it within a certain boundary. A person is sitting next to you. You have no idea



who he is. He is sitting close to you, his arm touching yours but you know nothing about him.
As yet, his existence is enormous. Then you ask him and he replies, he is a Musalman. At
once his existence will contract. All that is non-Hindu falls away -- that much part of
Existence falls apart and he is now a limited boundary. Now he is a Musalman. Then you ask:
"Are you a Shia or a Sunni?" He says, "[ am a Sunni." Yet a part of the Musalman, falls apart.

You continue asking till he reaches the ultimate place where he will now be reverted to a
single point. The Vast Existence contracts so that ultimately what remains is the puny, little
Ego -- imprisoned on all sides. But then you will find it convenient. Then you can draw
yourself up and sit away from him or you can take him to your heart. Then you can talk to
him as well as anticipate his answers. Now this man is predictable. Now you can foretell
whether it would be proper to be with this man or not. Now it has become easy and simple to
deal with him. There is no longer any mystery about the existence of this man. Now he has
become an object. We name a thing in order to put it to use -- so that we can deal with things
and make use of them. Thus all our names are purely utilitarian there is no Truth behind
them.

Can we also name God, the Ultimate Power? And will the name we give be meaningful?

When we name the most negligible of things, we cause its existence to be deformed. We
give a name, the boundary is formed and the existence changes for the lesser. The actual fact
is, that we shall never be able to name the Ultimate Power (God). The reason is simply this,
that: nowhere do our eyes perceive Him; nowhere do our hands touch Him; nor do the ears
ever hear Him -- nowhere is a meeting possible with Him. And yet those who have known
say, "Our eyes see Him alone, everywhere. Our ears hear His voice alone; whatever we
touch, it is He we touch and whomever we meet, it is Him!" But these are people who know.
Those who do not, see Him nowhere. Then how will they name Him? And how can those
also, who know, who see and hear Him everywhere name Him? For only that can be named
which is at one place. One person we call a Musalman for he is found in the Masjid and not
in the Mandir (temple). But if this man is encountered again in a temple, then again in a
Gurdwara and again in a church; if he is found with a sandal-wood mark on his forehead
performing Kirtan one day and found offering prayers in the Masjid the next day, it will be
difficult to call him a Musalman. Then it becomes very difficult for you for wherever you go,
you find the same man. It is now impossible to name him a Musalman. Those who know not,
cannot name Him for they know not whom to name. And those who know, also cannot name
Him, for they know all names are His. Everywhere, it is He and He and He!

Therefore Lao Tzu says: "Tao cannot be named." No name can be given that can be
memorised. But names are given for remembrance. Names are given so that we can call, we
can remember! If there is such a name, that cannot be remembered, it would be wrong to call
it a name. What is a name for after all? A father names his son so that he can call out to him,
refer to him. The usefulness of a name is in calling out that particular object. But Lao Tzu
says: "The name that can be named, is not the Name." But it is for this very remembrance
that names are given! Some call Him Ram, some Krishna, some Allah -- so that we may
remember Him, call out to Him, whom we do not know. But how can we name Him, of
whom we know nothing at all?

Whatever name we give Him, will speak for us but will give no news of Him whatsoever.
When you say, "We have named him Ram," it shows that you are born in a Hindu family --
that is all. You say, "We call him Allah." It only shows you have been brought up in a house
where He is referred to as Allah. This gives news of you but no news of Him. And this is why
the one who calls Him 'Ram’, fights with one who calls Him 'Allah'.



If he who called Him 'Allah’, knew whom he was calling and if he who called Him 'Ram’,
new whom he was calling, there would be no quarrels. But we know nothing. We have only
the 'name' and the One, whom we have named, we know nothing about Him at all! The
condition laid down by Lao Tzu is a very strange condition: "The name that can be named is
not His name." All names can be named (remembered). But is there a name that cannot be
named? And if you cannot name, how will you know of it?

Bodhidharma stood before Emperor Wen. The King asked, "Bodhidharma, tell me
something about that sacred Supreme Truth." Bodhidharma replied, "What is sacred? There
is nothing sacred. Nothing is holy. Which Supreme Truth? There is nothing but Emptiness.
There is nothing besides the Void." The King was startled. "Then may I ask," he said, "Who
is this who stands before me and speaks?"... And you know what Bodhidharma replied? He
said, "I do not know, who stands before you and speaks!" The king thought, he was out of his
mind. "You do not know even this much?" He asked. "As long as I knew," replied
Bodhidharma, "I knew nothing. Ever since I have known, I cannot even say that I know." For
that which is known, that which is recognised and named -- is that any name?

Lao Tzu says, "That which can be remembered, is not the name." That which can be
named, does not take you beyond Time. Only that can take you beyond Time, which is for
ever beyond Time. Only that is beyond Time, which is beyond Time. That which is born
within Time, perishes also within Time. If you say that I remembered God at 5 past 5, such a
remembrance, will not take you beyond Time. That which is voiced within Time,
reverberates and fades also within Time. God is outside of Time. Why?... Because within
Time, there is nothing but variation and God is not variation. The exact meaning of Time, is
variation. Have you ever realised how you become aware of Time? The fact is, you are only
acquainted with variation, you have no knowledge of Time. Take it this way: We are so many
people seated in this room. Now if for a full year we keep sitting here and none of us
undergoes the slightest change, will we ever feel that a year has passed by? Actually we shall
not be conscious even of the passing of a moment, if things remain just as they were. The
knowledge of the passing of Time is experienced in the change in things around us. In fact,
the sense of alteration is Time. Therefore, the greater the speed with which things change, the
more we become conscious of time. You are more conscious of the passing of the day than
the passing of night.

If a man lives for sixty years, he sleeps twenty years; but is there an account of these
twenty years? None -- they pass in sleep. Things are more static in sleep, there are no drastic
variations: the traffic on the road does not move so fast -- all things are at a standstill and you
are alone. If a man is made to remain unconscious for a hundred years, he will have no
knowledge of this period of time on awakening. He will be startled to see the change around
him! And if he finds things and people just as they were before he became unconscious -- the
same people around him; the clock ticking away on the wall, the wife cooking in the kitchen,
the child away at school -- he will never know a hundred years have passed away! The
knowledge of time is the knowledge of change, for all objects are moving, changing and that
makes us conscious of Time. The greater the speed of variation, the greater the feeling of
time-consciousness.

In the days of old, time-consciousness was not all that apparent. Things were more or less
static -- almost where they were. The son found things exactly where his father left them. The
son then left the things exactly where his father had left them. So things were almost static. It
is not so now. Things are not today where they were yesterday and tomorrow, they will not
be where they are today! Everything changes fast and hence the intense Time-Consciousness



of this Age. Each moment that passes is very priceless. Whatever is formed within the
boundary of Time, will change. No happening of the Eternal can take place within the
precincts of Time. No ray of Immortality penetrates Time. It is just as: whoever enters the
river, is bound to get wet. He who does not want to get wet, will have to stand at the shore.
Whoever is within the flow of Time, will have to change. The unchanging, perpetual world
starts only when you stand outside of Time.

Lao Tzu says, "The name that can be named, is not the Name." Remembrance is always
within Time; it takes time to pronounce words. We cannot pronounce even a single word
within the period of one moment. We pronounce the first part, then the second, then the third.
Time flows even as I say the word "Time'. I pronounce "T' and one part of Time flows by, then
1" and another part of Time flows by; and so a considerable amount of Time flows by, by the
time I finish the word.

Heraklitus has said: "One cannot step twice into the same river." When you step a second
time, the same water would have flowed further away. Heraklitus has been very sparing in his
statement. The fact is, one cannot step even once in the same river! For when my toes touch
the river, the waters are running away. When my toes enter the river, yet more water flows
by; when my feet are well within the river, the waters that touch them, are entirely different
from the waters that touched my toes! And then as I reach the bottom of the river, the waters
are yet different. Not once am I able to touch the same waters. And it would have been alright
even then, had the waters of the river alone been changing. The foot that touches the waters,
also changes at the same speed! No, it is not possible to step twice into the same river. No, it
is not possible to step even once into the same waters; and not only because the waters of the
river are changing but because the one who enters the river, also changes. When I had
touched the surface of the river, my mind was different; when my foot was half within the
waters, my mind became something else; and as I reached the bottom of the river, my mind
was again something quite different! Not only was the body changing, the mind was
changing too!

Many a time Buddha would tell the person who approached him: "Remember, you are not
the same person returning." Now the person may have come just an hour before. He is bound
to be startled by Buddha's remark. He would question him: "What is this you say?" And
Buddha would reply, "Definitely, I spoke, you heard -- and within this period, everything has
changed."

The Zen Fakir, Bokozu, was crossing a bridge in one of his travels. His companion
remarked; "Do you notice how swiftly the river is running?" And Bokozu replies:
"Everybody can see the river flowing. Observe minutely -- how fast the bridge is flowing
also!" The man is shocked. Do bridges ever flow? It is always the river that flows. He looks
inquiringly at Bokozu, who continues his statement, "And this is not all. See yet more
carefully -- how fast the people standing on the bridge are flowing away!"

All that occurs within Time, changes. Whatever is said here, fades away; whatever is
within, is erased. All writings are the writings on sand -- not even sand but water! So the
name of God that is taken by the lips by the tongue, by words, in place and time, is not the
Eternal Name. It is not the Name that is beyond Time. And this Name, cannot be named. You
can know it, you cannot express it. You can live it, you cannot express it. You can live it, you
cannot pronounce it. You can be in the Name but you cannot place it on your tongue.

Lao Tzu says at the same time: "It is neither the enduring nor the unchanging Tao." And
if God also changes, can we call Him God? And if the Path also changes, can it be called a
Path? And if Truth changes, can it be called Truth? What is expected of Truth is, that no



matter how much we go astray, how farther away we wander, when we reach, it will still be
the same -- The Same. Whatever we are, however we are; after wandering for countless
births, when we reach the Door, it will still be The Same, that it ever was.

There are two or three points with regard to this sameness that should be taken into
account: That alone can be 'the Same,' that is Perfect. That which is not perfect, cannot
remain the same; for within this imperfection lies the deep-seated desire to be perfect. And
this is what brings about the changes. How can the river stand still at one place? She has to
meet the Ocean! She has to run fast, go a long way -- there is a lot to be done! How can man
remain at one place? God knows how many desires he has to fulfil -- how many Oceans to
reach? How can the mind remain the same? It has to hurry along; it has a lot to achieve. He
alone can be the same, who has nothing left to be achieved; nowhere to go. He who reaches,
loses him-self -- there beyond which there is nothing to Be. It is the same through Eternity.
Remember sameness means perfection. There is no other quality in the consummate
Perfection.

There is a very popular joke about Nasruddin. He got hold of a one-stringed instrument.
He would keep his finger at one point on the string and play it day in and day out. The wife
was disturbed to hear the same note throughout the day. One day passed, then another, then
another. It was full eight days that fakir Nasruddin was at the instrument, playing one
monotonous note! At last she could hold out no longer, "What is this music you are
creating?" She asked him on the eighth day. "Every person in our lane is tormented by this
one note you play day and night!" The incessant sound of the single note drove his
neighbours mad and they all gathered together and approached him. "Stop for heaven's sake!"
They told him. "Many a musician we have seen but never a one like you! You seem to be an
amateur. You should move your fingers along the string and create different notes. What is
this continuous tun-tun-tun? Our heads will burst! We have decided that either you leave the
street or we will.... But tell us why a wise person like you, is indulging in such
nerve-wracking madness?" Nasruddin replied, "The other musicians move their hand up and
down in search of the proper place. I have found it already! I shall play only this." This is a
joke of Nasruddin but this man has played many a profound and priceless joke! If ever God
plays an instrument, He too must be playing just one single note. His Hand cannot be moving
either this way or that -- there can be no flow, no change there.

Lao Tzu says: "It is not the same -- that which we can pronounce. That which man can
pronounce, is not His Name."

Finally, there is one more thing to be understood in this Sutra.

Words and names, are all the creation of the mind. All creation is of the mind. It is the
mind that conceives and forms and Mind is ignorance. The mind knows nothing. But it
creates even that which it does not know. Then we get a feeling of satisfaction that now we
know. If T were to tell you that you know nothing about God, you will be terribly disturbed.
But if I were to say, "Why, you know everything about God? The mantra 'Ram-Ram' you
repeat, that alone is His Name." Then you will feel relieved. If I were to say, "He has no
name and remember, the name you have been repeating, has nothing to do with him," then
the mind falls into a turmoil, in a vacuum, in an emptiness! It finds no support to stand, to
hold on. And the mind will quickly try and find a support. Once this is found, there is no need
to seek further. The mind provides substitutes for Truth and makes full arrangements. It says,
"This is Truth. It will serve your purpose." Those who stop at the mind, stop on the paths that
are made by man. They stagnate at the Shastras that are man-made. They stagnate at those
names that have no connection with God whatsoever.



At the very outset of his original utterance Lao Tzu destroys all possibilities. He snatches
away all props and supports. He destroys the complete foundation of all that the mind can do.
We may well ponder -- if this is so, what is now left for Lao Tzu to write? What will he say?
How will he say That, which cannot be expressed? How will he indicate the path that cannot
be trodden? How will he bind the Changeless and Timeless ONE, he tries to suggest with
words?

Lao Tzu's complete method is that of negation.

Therefore, it is necessary to understand a few things in connection with negation so that it
is easier to understand Lao Tzu further. There are two ways of suggestion in this world. One
is the way of positive suggestion. You ask me, "What is this?" and I reply: "This is a wall, or
this is a door"..I take a name. The positive finger points directly -- 'this is it!" You ask,
"Where is the wall?" I reply, "This is it." But that which can be pointed out directly can be
nothing but base or paltry. The Vast Expanse cannot be pointed out with a finger.

The trivial can be pointed at with a finger but if someone asks, "Where is God?" we
cannot say, "This is He." We cannot point a finger to God. Rather, all fingers are to be
withdrawn into the fist in order to indicate God. When a person closes his fist and says "Here
He is," it means the suggestion points nowhere. You cannot point in any direction for He is
everywhere.

But the questioner will not be satisfied with this answer. If I close my fist, and say, "Here
He is," he might take my fist to indicate Him. Then I shall have to say, "No, no, not my fist."
And so negation will start. The man may further try to elucidate his question. He might say,
"Perhaps, I have not made my point clear. Is God in the East?" I will have to say, "No", for if
I say He is in the East, what happens, to the West? And when we affirm that He is in the East,
knowingly or unknowingly we deny His presence in the West.

Directions are the intimations of the limited. What is left behind, is denied. So the second
way is that of Negative -- Suggestion. When a person tries to explain with this way, he does
not say -- "It is this, it is that"; rather, he says "It is not this, it is not this -- 'Neti-neti"". All his
answers are to this effect. A lot of patience is required on the path of Negation, for whatever
you ask, he will say, "Not this". Then a time will come when there is nothing more to ask.
Then he will say, "This is He!"

It is just as you would begin to question me about things in this room. You catch hold of
the table, the chair, the wall and I keep denying. Then when everything in the room is spent,
you catch hold of yourself, you catch me and begin to ask: "Is this He?" And I still keep on
denying. Then when there is nothing more to ask and when there is nothing left to deny, then
Lao Tzu will say, "This is it!" But then you will be in difficulty. You will say, "You have
denied all! Now?" In fact, that which cannot be denied even by denial -- that is he. We deny
something and it is negated -- what authority does it have? What is the value of that which
exists with man's acceptance and is extinct by his denial? The Theist says, "He is." He thinks
God exists as if his affirmation, strengthens His existence. The Atheist says, "God does not
exist." He thinks he has weakened him by his denial, and this is not the view of the Atheist
alone. Even the Theist believes that God is weakened and harmed by denial. The Atheist also
is ever ready to refute the slightest suggestion of His existence, or else his theory stands in
danger -- as if this question can be decided by man's acceptance or denial!

There is an ancient story from Tibet: There was a small mosquito. Since the story was
written by man, he calls the mosquito small. Actually, it was the biggest among mosquitoes.
Nay, he was the king of mosquitoes! Now some mosquitoes lived on the dung-hill, others in
trees, yet others in various other places but it became a problem as to where they should



house their king. Then the ear of an elephant was agreed upon as a befitting place for his
residence. Now all the mosquitoes went up to their king and requested him to go and stay in
the elephant's ear as that was, according to them, the worthiest place for their monarch. The
king went up to the elephant's ear and proclaimed: "Listen O beast! I, the king of the
mosquitoes, have decided to honour you by condescending to make your ear my abode!"
Thrice he made this proclamation for it was not considered proper to occupy a place within
someone and not even inform him.

The elephant stood silent. The mosquito thought, "Silence is acceptance, and hence the
elephant is silent." He stayed many years thus. He would fly in and out; he bred his young
ones and his family increased considerably. In spite of this, there was ample place even to
entertain guests! Then the mosquitoes decided to find another place for their king. Before
leaving, the mosquito stood once again before the elephant's ear and said, "Listen O beast! I,
the king of the mosquitoes, had graciously adorned your ear by making it my royal residence.
Now I go!" But there was not a sound from the elephant. Should he take this silence as a sign
of acceptance, even now? This was rather difficult and degrading. But perhaps the elephant
has not heard, for he neither says yes nor does he say no! The mosquito called out louder and
louder. At last a faint voice reached the elephant's ears -- "I, the king of mosquitoes. stayed
within your ear out of great compassion. Can you hear me or not?"

The elephant replied: "Respected Sir, I do not know when you came How long you
stayed, I do not know. You come and stay, do whatever you like, I have no knowledge of it!"
The Tibetan Fakir tells this story with a purpose.

Man comes into the world. He creates philosophies. Religious Paths, Truth, Principles
and words. He shouts from all the four corners of the vast existence: "Listen ye all -- Ram is
His name!" or, "Listen ye all -- Krishna is His name!" The skies are silent That Infinite
Expanse has no knowledge of this. The elephant did finally hear the mosquito, for in spite of
the great difference in size there is no qualitative difference between the two -- the elephant is
a giant mosquito and the mosquito is a diminutive elephant. There is no qualitative difference
to make communication impossible. It is possible, though with some difficulty. The mosquito
will have to speak very loudly and the elephant will have to hear more intently. But this is not
impossible.

But between Existence and the mind of man there is not even this little bit of connection
-- or is there? It is not aware of the fact that we are born, though we proclaim it with feast and
music to all the world; nor is it conscious of our death! We come and we go; we are like the
line drawn over water -- no sooner are we formed than we are destroyed. But in this very
short period between the line's formation and extinction, God knows how many words we
create, how many Shastras and Organisations we create! We spread a whole web of our mind
within such a short period.

Lao Tzu cuts this web. 'Not this, not this', is his way of telling. In fact, he who wants to
talk in connection with the Absolute will have to say, that nothing can be said in connection
with it. And then efforts will have to be made to express; and that effort can only be in the
form of negation -- 'not this, not this'. The path that can be trodden? No, not that Path. The
word that can be named? No, not that word. And don't you fall into the errors of language!
According to language -- that alone is a name which can be named. We can speak no other
name. And the path that can be trodden, that alone is Path -- we know of no other. Now if this
is placed correctly, you will be surprised at the result! For in straight and simple language, it
will convey that: No path is a path; no name is a name. So what you will understand directly,
is only this: that which is a way, is not the way at all; that which is a name, is not a name at



all!

This is what Lao Tzu is trying to convey. He says, "If you wish to reach, beware of all
paths, or you will go astray. If you wish to know him, call out to Him -- take no name or you
will go amiss." And the slightest error is an infinite blunder in context with this.

A youth came and sat before Marpa. He is with Marpa for the last three years. He tells
Marpa: "Show me the way! Give me some idea of His whereabouts -- some name, some sign,
some symbol!" And every time he asked him about His whereabouts, Marpa would become
silent even amidst conversation! Then the youth would plead again, "Why do you always
become silent when I ask you? You were speaking right now!" Marpa would then shut his
eyes and become all the more silent. If the youth accosts him with the same question while he
is walking, he would stop suddenly where he was and become absolutely still.

The disciple reached the end of his patience within three years. "This is the limit!" He
would exclaim. "Normally you walk but as soon as I question, you stop there and then!
Normally you talk but as soon as I question, you shut your eyes and seal your lips! I have
come for this question only to you and not to hear your other sermons or take part in your
various travels. I have nothing to do with these!" But again Marpa strikes his typical pose
when this question is raised! Then one day the youth asked his permission to leave. "May I
go?" He asked, "When did you ever come?" Marpa replied "Since three years, you are
wandering outside the gate. When do you ever come in? Whom are you asking for
permission to leave? Not for a moment have I felt that you have come within! So many times
I stood with the gates wide open. So many times I stopped thinking perhaps you do not come
because 1 am walking. Whenever you asked, I answered." The disciple said: "This is now
really the limit! This is my complaint that whenever I asked, you became quiet. Even in the
midst of conversation you became silent and now you blame me for this too? This is
precisely why I want to leave you, -- that you become silent whenever I ask."

Marpa replied: "That was the answer. Would that you too had become silent! Would that
you too had stopped when I stopped walking! Then we could have met! One has to be silent
if one wants to convey something about him. If you want another to tread his Path, you have
to halt." These statements seem contradictory.

Lao Tzu too is like this. At every step he discards each and everything He takes you to
that point where there is nothing left to discard -- not even you! Only all emptiness remains.
And this Emptiness is the Unaltered, the Immutable. Remember, wherever anything comes,
alteration comes along with it. There is no holiness besides Emptiness. There is no state more
innocent besides Emptiness. A slight trembling of a single thought and the gates of Hell fall
wide open. A slight line of thought in the mind and that begins the mundane world. A slight
corner of a desire, starts the infinite circles of life and death. Emptiness -- complete
Emptiness -- there is not a single form within or a word or a name; there is no path, no
destination; there is nowhere to go, nowhere to reach; nothing to attain! When such a state
forms within, then Tao manifests. Then the Way manifests itself; then that Name is heard!
Then the enduring and unchanging Law, comes within our understanding. That Law which is
not opposed to chaos; which absorbs and holds chaos also within its bosom.

If anyone wishes to ask some question, he may do so -- any other question, for all
questions are alike.

One friend asks that behind the passing thoughts, it sometimes feels as if there is a short
interval of No-Thought. All around thoughts revolve but somewhere at the centre there is this
feeling of No-Thought. What is the difference between this condition and the absolute
No-Thought condition?



As long as thoughts race within, the thought of No-Thought is also a thought. It is merely
a thought that: I am "Thought-less'. On the one hand there is the movement of thoughts within
and on the other, I think I am 'thought-less'. But you can only visualise this state when there
are no thoughts within. What is most interesting is the fact that when your mind is in a
No-Thought condition, you will not even be aware that there are no thoughts within! To be
thought-less is also a thought. It is just like a perfectly healthy man -- he is never conscious of
the fact that he is healthy. The consciousness of health is an indication of sickness. Therefore
we find, that a sick person always talks of health. Such a man is not healthy, he is sick. If
sickness persists in some corner, the idea of health lingers within. Many a time this
consciousness of health proves to be a new type of illness. If a person becomes too conscious
of health, he becomes ill. This is a disease. So it happens that by incessant thinking. by
hearing continuously, by regular pondering over it, you develop this expectation of becoming
‘Thought-less'. For we have heard that that alone is holy, that alone is the ultimate Bliss, that
in itself is the joy of Samadhi, that everything else pales in significance before this supreme
bliss. Then this becomes a desire -- the desire to become "Thought-less'. Remember the
‘No-Thought' condition cannot be turned into a desire -- but it invariably becomes so.

In fact, it is the mind's policy to turn whatever you say into a desire. It says, "Beatitude?
There is joy in beatitude. strive for it, seek and you shall attain!" So the search for liberation
begins but the liberation the mind seeks, is not the actual liberation. Actually, beatitude is
there where the mind is not. That is why, the beatitude sought by the mind is not the authentic
beatitude. Now hearing of the No-Thought state continuously, the idea gets fixed in the mind
that one should become "Thought-less'. Remember -- "that I should become 'thought-less" is
also a thought. This thought may be the result of hearing Lao Tzu or hearing me or by
reading books but what have you of this no-mind state save a thought? There is no thought to
take you into No-Thought. There is no need to commit this error. To be 'thought-less' is also a
mode of thought.

No -- this is one kind of thought and if you persist in pursuing this thought, the mind will
deceive you in another way. It will say, "See, at the centre of all these revolving thoughts,
there is the No-mind state; and you are outside these thoughts. But what is this 'T' that stands
outside and watches? Is it more than a thought? This standing apart and watching is also a
thought which gives a little feeling of peace and joy. But this serenity is not the immortal
tranquillity. The serenity that can be named, is no serenity. Unfortunately there is some joy,
some peace in this thought which invariably results when any desire of the mind is gratified.
This was a desire of the mind -- to become 'thought-less'. It gives great satisfaction to the
mind to feel that it has performed the feat of becoming "Thought-less' also. The mind is very
clever.

The mind will create a small thought of "Thoughtless-ness' in one corner and thoughts
revolve all around. And it would not be proper to say, there are thoughts all around for there
where I say 'T am thoughtless', there too a thought stands. At the most you can say, there is
one fixed thought there, whereas the others are flowing -- the thoughts of every day activities.
If we observe this thought at the centre more deeply, we will find, it too is not completely
static, for no thought is completely static. It flickers too, like the flame of a lamp. One
moment you will feel you are thought-less, the next moment you will feel, you are not! One
moment you will feel a thought creeping within, the next moment again, you will feel you are
thoughtless -- you are lost!

This will keep on happening for no thought can be outside of alternation, not even the
thought that, 'T am thoughtless.' This thought also will keep fluctuating -- up and down, now



here, now there. For a moment you feel you are thoughtless and soon again you feel, you are
'thoughtless' no more. No, Tao, is not the name of such a state. Rit, (That, which is as It is) is
a different thing altogether. There are no thoughts around, not even the thought of
No-Thought. No one remains who can assert that he is in the No-Mind state. There is no one
within -- there is complete silence. There is not even the knower who can say, "See, I am
completely quiet." If this much still remains, then know that the mind is yet trying out its last
deception; and this deception will throw you back once again into the whirlpool of thoughts.
A single moment of this thought of being thoughtless and you are back again into the deepest
of hells. This one thought can be likened to the game of snakes and ladders the children play.
They keep moving forward, till they enter the snake's mouth and go hurtling down to its tail!
A single thought of being thoughtless and you fall in the snake's mouth, you go down, down
-- all the steps you had so laboriously climbed -- all your labour turns to naught!

Therefore, Bodhidharma had once said to the King: "I do not know. I do not know
myself, who is standing before you." Someone told him later, that the king was terribly
pained by his answer. He felt insulted. He should not have treated a king thus. Bodhidharma
said, "Because he was a king, and because he had taken a long journey just to see me, I gave
even that much of an answer; or else, even this much of an answer was wrong. That too is not
present within me, which can say! I do not know who I am." I had to say this much, or else
the king would have been troubled more by my silence. Please do not misunderstand me. It
was out of consideration for the trouble he took to come so far and for the fact that he was
awaiting my coming since years, | had to give him some answer. It was just as we would give
a toy to an eager child, that I gave this answer to him."

As long as thoughts keep whirling within, know that you too, are a thought. Once nothing
is left within, not even the knower, then there is no difficulty. This seems very difficult to us;
and this was the greatest difficulty in understanding Buddha in this country. The reason why
Buddha was understood in China was because of Lao Tzu. Because of Lao Tzu, Buddha was
understood in China. Lao Tzu had said all that Buddha said later. Therefore when Buddha's
tidings reached China and the people heard his words that the soul does not exist -- people
understood.

Lao Tzu's teachings were based on the statement: "There is nothing." This was difficult to
be digested by Indians. We are ready to concede that thoughts should be extinct -- but T
should exist! Liberation is very good -- but T must be! T must remain. Buddha pronounced
in this country: "Even the Soul is not. This also is a thought." Understand this a little.

That, 'T am the soul,' is also a thought. Verily, there is a place where even this thought is
not -- and That is the Soul! This seems very contrary, that where even the thought that, T am
the Atman', is absent, that is the very Atman! But this will manifest by itself. You begin to
negate things one by one till ultimately you negate yourself. It is like this: A lamp burns,
there is a flame. The flame first burns up the oil. The oil finishes then the flame burns up the
wick. Then you know what happens? The flame is no more. The flame first burns up the oil,
then the wick and then its own self.

Leave the thoughts first; then leave your own self too. When we let-go of our own self,
nothing is left behind except a formless condition -- a formless Existence. A silent, tranquil
power, that is Existence, remains: where no eddy of the ego is formed. The peculiarity of an
eddy is, that whatever you throw into it, it quickly grabs and throws into its vortex. The 'T'is a
whirlpool. Throw what you will in it and it will start whirling immediately. No eddy remains
in the No-Thought, No-Ego state. Then there is the experience of Tao, the experience of
Dharma or the experience of that which Buddha refers to as 'Dhamma’. There is the



experience of 'the Law'; there is experience of That which the Rishis refer to as 'Rit' (That
Which Is) or what Mahavira refers to as 'Kaivalya'. Kaivalya means -- Nothing is saved. Only
'the being' remains -- where there are no denominations no attributes. Only Existence
remains.

Just being -- just as we would peep into a deep hole or look at the open skies where there
are no stars, no clouds -- only the sky. When such a state happens within, where the viewer
too, is no more and only the Emptiness remains, then we become aware of the Path which
cannot be trodden and which is enduring. Then is known the Truth, that cannot be named,
which is immortal. which is forever the same, which alone is Itself.

When Tertullian, the devotee of Jesus, was urged to speak on Jesus, to describe him, to
give examples to explain what Jesus was like, he used to reply, "Do not force me to err. Jesus
was just as He was. He was just like himself." He could not be compared to another. What
will happen in the state of Tao; what will happen by merging in the 'Rit'; what will we be
like; what will be our shape and our form; what will be our name and will someone remain or
not remain to know? Nothing can be said -- there is nothing that can be likened to this state.
All words are negative. Only this much can be said: that you will be no more -- you will not
be there at all! What remains is that, which you have never known before. This much can be
said that there will be no thought there, not even the thought that T am thoughtless'. And yet,
a consciousness remains -- such Consciousness, as you have never known before.

The mind is capable of all trickeries and deceptions before this. Therefore it is most
necessary to be alert. The mind is so clever and subtly cunning that it can work up all kinds
of guiles and deceits. It gives a sex-ridden mind, the illusion of Brahmacharya. It creates the
deception of Self-knowledge into one who is completely ignorant of the Self. He who knows
nothing. feels himself all-knowing by the trickery of the mind which gives the illusion of
having attained that which has not been attained. It is therefore necessary to understand the
various forms of deceptivity of the mind.

A youth came to the Zen Fakir Huang Po and said: "I have attained serenity." "Why have
you come here then?" Huang asked. "Go, away, for here I treat only those who are
untranquil." The youth found it impossible to leave for he felt Huang Po to be serene in quite
a different way. He said, "No. I not go. Allow me to stay here a few days.

Huang Po said, "There is no permission for tranquil people to stay here. Go, ponder -- are
you really tranquil? I do not feel you could have undertaken this long journey of 200 miles,
just to tell me that you have become tranquil; and if you have, the matter is finished. The
Lord be praised and may you really become tranquil! But I suggest you go outside and
ponder over the question." The youth began to step out of the room but Huang stops him:
"Stop! There is no need to go out. Come back. If you have to ponder whether you are serene
or not, then you better come in. Your hesitation has given you away. The fact that you a}e
going to ponder whether you are restless or not, is restlessness enough. Wherever there is
choice, there is restlessness. You are definitely restless and I can be of use to you. But only
when you understand your mind's clever deception, can I be of any help to you."

You are restless and your mind has tricked you into believing that you are tranquil. You
know nothing and you say you know of the Atman within. You know nothing and yet you
say, God created the world and that the Soul is immortal. He who falls prey to the deceptions
of the mind, will never know that which is worth knowing. That he should not know, is
exactly why the mind creates so many deceptions. As long as you are aware of the movement
of thoughts within, you should know that the mind has made two divisions within itself: one
part motivates the thoughts and the second part creates the thought that -- 'I am thoughtless'.



This is the duality of the mind alone.

The truth is, there is no duality outside of the mind. Outside of mind, is the undivided
whole. There is no experience of the Absolute -- not even so much that you can say: "It is like
this". At the most what you can say is: "It is not like this; it is not like that".

Enough for to-day, we shall talk again to-morrow.
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(CONCEIVED OF AS) HAVING NO NAME, IT IS THE ORIGINATOR OF HEAVEN AND EARTH;
THE NAMED IS THE MOTHER OF ALL THINGS.

Existence has no specific name. It is name-less. Objectification takes place as soon as a
name is given.

Every object is a part of the boundless existence as long as it is unnamed. No sooner it is
named, it falls apart and separates from existence. Name is the boundary-line of isolation. To
name a thing is to separate it from the rest. As long as no name is given, everything is one.
No sooner a name is given, things break up and fall apart.

Lao Tzu says, "Name-less is the Creator of Heaven and Earth. He is the Original Source.
The Name or the Named, is the mother of all objects."

First and foremost, we must understand that things would have been just the same as they
are, on the face of this earth even if man did not exist on it. There would have been no
difference between the rose and its thorn -- there is none in fact. The rose is just as closely
connected to the thorn as your heart is to your eyes. There is no distance even between the
earth and the sky. It would be difficult to say where the earth ends and where the sky begins.
They are so blended, so joined: they are the two extremities of the same thing. It would have
been difficult to say where the ocean begins or where the land, -- if man did not exist. Land
protracts beneath the Ocean and the Ocean beneath the land. That is why we find water when
we dig a well. If we go deep within the Ocean, we shall find land. In the Ocean there is more
water and less land. In the land there is more earth and less water. Earth cannot be without
water and water cannot be without earth.

If we set aside Man, all else in the world is interconnected, and One. There is no
difference between them. Things have separated and fallen apart from each other. only on the
advent of Man. It is Man who sees them as separate entities. When I look at you, I see your
hands. your eyes, your ears. your feet. separately; but within you, in your being, there is no



differentiation. There, your eyes, your hands. your ears are all joined -- they are the
extensions of one and the same thing. The energy that is present in your hand. is not different
and apart from the energy which helps the eyes to look. The hand sees through the eyes, and
the eyes touch through the hand. Within you in your very being, there is no distance
whatsoever between the two. It is only when we view from outside, when we give a name,
that the differences start, and things fall apart from each other. We say, 'the eye' and the eye
at once separates from the ear. We say, 'the hand,' and the hand falls apart from the legs. As
soon as we give a name, we draw a line and things separate, fall apart.

Lao Tzu says: "It is without a name." As long as we attribute no name, it is the Origin of
all existence. Lao Tzu has given two names for existence -- Heaven and Earth.

Within man's knowledge and experience, there are two very deep-seated sensations -- one
of happiness, the other of pain. The experience of Existence, if we leave names aside, is
either, like the experience of happiness or the experience of sorrow. Happiness and sorrow, in
their turn, are also no two different things, if we leave all names aside. Then pleasure is a part
of pain and pain a part of pleasure. But we give a name to everything. If I am feeling joy
within and if I do not give it a name -- that this is joy -- then this feeling of joy has its own
pain. This is a little difficult to understand. Every feeling of joy has its own pain. Love has its
own pain and happiness has its own sorrow. Pleasure contains its own thorns if we do not
give it a name. As soon as we name the feeling, we separate joy from its pain. Then we tend
to forget the pain in the pleasure believing it not to be a part of pleasure. Similarly the joy
experienced in pain is also set aside, forgotten; for we do not take it to be a part of pain.
Nowhere in our vocabulary is pleasure contained in pain or vice versa.

It was only today that I was telling someone that in actual experience, it is difficult to
differentiate between love and have. There is a distinct difference in words however. What
distance can be greater than the distance between love and hate? Those who give discourses
on love are bound to say that love is. where hatred is not: and hate is, where love is not. But
the living experience shows that love changes into hate and hate into love. In fact. we know
of no love, which does not contain its part of hatred. Whomsoever we love, we hate also. But
with words, there is difficulty.

In the language of words love is love only; hatred is dropped out. If we look deep within
the experience. we shall find that the one we love, we hate also. But this becomes clear in
experience alone and not in words -- and whomsoever we hate we are able to hate because we
love. Else, it is not possible to hate. We have a kind of friendship even with our foes; -- there
is a kind of attachment. And also with a friend there is a kind of repulsion, a kind of enmity.
Words are hard, solid, they cannot contain the opposite. Existence is liquid. It has the quality
of containing the opposite within itself.

Death is not contained in our birth but in Existence death is joined to birth; it is contained
in birth. There is no place for health in our illness but according to Existence, only a healthy
man can fall ill. If you are not healthy, you cannot fall ill. A dead man is never ill. It is
necessary that a man be living if he is to fall ill. It is necessary that he should be healthy. It is
necessary to be healthy in order to be ill. And if you become aware of the fact that you are ill,
it is only because you are healthy; or else how will you know you are ill? What I mean is,
where there is Existence, all opposing differences fall. Then there is the expansion of one
alone. The moment we give a name things break into two and a dichotomy is created at once.
On the one hand you give a name and on the other the Existence begins to break up into bits
and parts. To give a name is the process of breaking up. To give up all names, is the way to
know the Absolute, the Whole.



But we cannot remain without giving names. We feel very restless if we do not give a
name. We see a thing and we at once give it a name. We hear something -- at once we give it
a name, We see a flower and the mind at once gives it a name: It is a rose, it is beautiful or
otherwise; we have known it before or not known it before; it is familiar or unfamiliar. At
once, the flower as such, is left aside and a web of words is created. Then when we view
Existence through the mesh of words, it appears broken and distorted.

Lao Tzu says, "Name-less is the creator of Existence the Origin of all Existence; and "The
Name' is the Mother of all objects." Therefore we cannot give a name to Parmatman (God)
for as soon as we name Him, He becomes an object. Whatever we name, becomes an object.
If we give a name to atman, it becomes an object and if we do not name, even a stone,
becomes atman. If we attribute no name, if our mind does not create a name and if without
words, without names, we look at even a stone, God will reveal Himself to us in that mere
stone. Even if, we give a name to a heart pulsating with love -- 'my son, my mother, my wife.'
-- Then this throbbing heart becomes a dead piece of stone.

Name converts consciousness into object. Leave names, and objects turn into living
consciousness. Lao Tzu breaks Existence into two parts in order to explain. He divides it into
Heaven and Earth. By Earth he means matter; by Heaven he means, experience, perception,
consciousness, understanding. So according to him, the creator of all matter and all
consciousness. is Name-less. Heaven is an experience whereas Earth is a state of order, a
condition. In the days of Lao Tzu, Earth was Meant to convey the meaning of matter and
heaven was used to convey the meaning of consciousness, for the experience of heaven was
felt by understanding. Lao Tzu has used these two terms in this context. Matter conveys the
meaning of rigidity, immovability; heaven conveys the meaning of consciousness, feeling.
The primal source of all matter and all consciousness is Name-less and the process of
attributing names, is the mother of all objects.

We live in the world of objects.

We live neither in the world of matter nor in the world of consciousness. We live in a
world of objects. If you cast your eyes around and look, you will be able to understand
clearly that we live in a world of 'things'. It is not because we live among furniture that we
live in things; or that we live in houses and in wealth. These forsooth, are objects but those
who stay among these become well-nigh objects themselves.

If T love somebody, I wish that my love should be the same tomorrow as today. I also
expect to receive the same love from the beloved the next day. Now we can only place our
trust in objects and not in individuals. I will find my chair in the same position tomorrow in
which I leave it today. It is predictable and reliable for the chair has no consciousness, no
individuality of its own. But the same cannot be predicted about a living individual -- that I
will get the same amount and quality of love I got today. It could be, it could not be. But I
desire it should he. so what I receive today, I must also get tomorrow. Then I will have to
strive to destroy the individual and make an object out of him. Then alone can I rely on him.

Then I will make the lover my husband or the beloved, my wife, as the case may be. [
thus obtain the support of the law and society. Then when I demand love tomorrow, the wife
(or the husband) cannot deny me, for vows have been made and promises given -- everything
is confirmed. Now to deny me is no better than a betrayal; failing in one's duty. So the one I
tied with my love yesterday, I turn him (or her) into an object. Now if this person shows the
slightest sign of consciousness or individuality there is bound to be trouble, there is bound to
be friction. Therefore, all our relationships are ties of strife and dissensions. We expect from
individuals what we expect from objects;. But in spite of tremendous efforts, no individual



can turn into an object. And even though a certain amount of ennui does result, yet a portion
of consciousness is forever awake within and this keeps revolting. Then the whole life is
spent in curbing the consciousness by striving to load it with matter.

When I suppress a person's individuality and make him into an object or if someone curbs
my individuality and turns me into ail object, another tragedy takes place. If a person really
turns into an object, then the very meaning of making love to such a person is lost. There is
no sense in making love to a chair! The joy of love is only with consciousness. Now this is
man's dilemma. He desires to receive fidelity and constancy from an individual, just as he
gets from a chair; but he does not desire love from objects for that has no meaning. Such an
impossible possibility rages within our minds. We expect from individuals what an inert
object alone can give. This is impossible. If the person remains an individual, love is not
possible. If the person turns into an inert object, our pleasure in love is lost. Both conditions
bring about frustration and nothing but sorrow comes to hand.

Thus we are ever striving to turn each other into passive objects. That which we call
family or society, is much less a group of individuals and more a collection of objects. If we
search deep within our own condition we will find exactly what Lao Tzu says. In fact, where
there is a name. the individual disappears, consciousness is lost and only the object remains.
If T even assert to someone that I am your lover I become an object. I give a name to a living,
throbbing, happening which was as yet growing, expanding and was as yet new. I gave it a
name -- now [ drew a line of restriction. Now I will stop it from taking its own course, for
now I have attributed a name to it. Tomorrow, when I am filled with anger, I will say to
myself, "I am a lover, I should not be angry." So I will suppress my anger. Now if anger rises
within and it is suppressed, then the love manifested under these conditions will be false and
hollow.

The lover who is not capable of being angry becomes incapable of loving also. If I do not
consider my beloved so much my own as to be angry with her, I can never consider her so
much my own as to love her. But I have confessed my love for her; then what shall I do with
the anger that burns within me? 1 will have to practise deception. Either I should gulp my
anger or suppress it or hide it and pretend love. But this love will be false; the anger within is
the true condition, within me. So the real feeling will be suppressed within and the false will
keep adding, on the surface. Then I shall be a false, an untrue, object and an individual no
more. But this suppressed anger will take its revenge. It will push from within day by day. It
will try all means to come out. Naturally then, hatred will develop towards the one I have
loved. Then I will try all means to escape from the one I have loved!

Lao Tzu says, "Man has erred by giving names." When I confessed my love to someone,
did I understand well the meaning and the implications of being a lover? I gave a permanent
name to a momentary feeling. Had I looked well within myself. I would not perhaps have
made this statement. Perhaps [ would have kept quiet. It was a mistake to speak.

The American President Coolidge used to speak very little. There has never been a
politician who spoke so sparingly. A year before he died, a friend asked him the reason why
he spoke so little. Coolidge said, "I never suffered for what I did not say and for what ever I
did say, I repented all my life. Experience has taught me to speak as little as possible. Had I
learnt earlier, I would not have spoken at all!" Perhaps you might think Coolidge may have
sworn at somebody and suffered for it. That is the obvious outcome of abusing someone. But
when you say to someone, "I love you," then too you have to suffer the consequence thereof!

In fact, give a name and the punishment follows; for we make an object out of a liquid,
fluid, individuality. Where there was a flowing current, we tend to raise a wall right in the



middle of the stream. Then there is bound to be trouble, there is bound to be pain. Life will
want to flow like a current and the planks of name we hammer into it, are bound to cause
obstructions. Life, existence, is very vast, all planks of denominations are swept away in its
current. But then a trail of the sting of misery, sorrow and remorse is left behind.

Lao Tzu says: "Give no designation." Give a name and an object is born. Let us assume
for a moment that all of us here were to forget all language -- just for an hour. Will that have
any effect on the earth or the skies? Will it make any difference to light and darkness? Will
you or your neighbour be then, any different? Would the Hindus and Muslims be distinct
from each other? Would there then be a distance between man and woman? If even for an
hour we forget all speech, all barriers and distances will fall immediately in such a situation.
It would be an uncommon world then -- filled with expansion, where there would be no
boundaries; and where things will be forever spreading -- stopping nowhere. Then you will
not feel that someone is sitting next to you, for that, language is necessary. Then you will not
feel that someone is a friend or someone is a foe, for these require language.

Then only a vast Existence remains.

And in this Existence, there will be only two kinds of experiences (Remember,
Experiences, not names) that Lao Tzu refers to as Heaven and Earth; or it would be better to
name them as Matter and Consciousness, according to the world of today. There will be two
domains only -- that of matter and consciousness and it is the knowledge thereof and not
denomination that will remain. All names belong to objects. Objects can be matter as well as
individuals. If we attribute a name to a person he becomes an object. If we bestow a name to
matter, it also becomes an object. If I say, "This is a chair, it becomes all object. Similarly if I
say, "Wife, husband or Son". they too become no more than objects. A son can be possessed
just as much as a chair but existence cannot be possessed nor also can Matter be possessed.

The reason is simple: the chair existed when you did not and will still exist long after you
are gone. You say: "This is my Son" but tomorrow if he dies, you will take him to the
cremation grounds and burn him. And when he is dying, you cannot argue with fate that he is
your son and how dare he be taken away without your permission! Nor can you reprimand
your son for thus leaving you without your permission.

Existence does not regard any one's possession. Even at the time of birth you only suffer
from an illusion that you are born. Existence does not accept ownership of others; nor do
objects. It is the attribution of names that starts the ownership; with it are formed objects.
Objects are one extremity and ownership is the other. Wherever there is ownership, there
must be an object. Then it makes no difference if that object is matter or individual
Ownership starts as soon as you say "This is mine." Then that particular thing loses its
existence and becomes an object.

We live, surrounded by objects; and the progenitor of all objects, says Lao Tzu, is the
process of nomination.

There is a very sweet story about Lao Tzu, that I often refer to: Lao Tzu went out for a
walk with a friend one morning. He was an old friend of Lao Tzu and knew very well his
love tor silence. This particular morning, he happened to bring a guest along with him. Now
this friend began to feel uncontrolable after a while for neither Lao Tzu spoke nor his host. At
last he could hold out no longer. He said: "Look, the morning is so beautiful!" Neither Lao
Tzu heeded him nor his friend. He became all the more restless. It would have been better if
he had not spoken at all! Then they all turned back home. Before they left, Lao Tzu
whispered to his friend: "Do not bring your friend again. He is very talkative." The friend
was also taken aback by this remark, for after all, the poor man spoke only one small



sentence in the course of one and a half hours!

In the evening the friend returned to Lao Tzu and said: "Forgive me for asking but I was
upset by your request this morning; My guest made a single remark -- that it was a beautiful
morning -- and you said he talked too much?" Lao Tzu replied: "Give all attribute and things
are destroyed. The morning was very very beautiful -- as long as your friend did not speak!"

It will be difficult to understand this. Lao Tzu says, "The morning was very beautiful as
long as your companion did not speak. Till then the beauty of the morning was vast and
endless. There was no end to it. it spread and spread into the vast space hut as soon as your
friend commented: "The morning is beautiful." it contracted and became small. Your friend's
words drew a boundary-line on the whole vista around. He transgressed and spoilt
everything. And when the morning was so beautiful it was an ungraceful gesture to comment
on it. To speak amidst such grandeur of beauty is a hindrance, an offence.

"I say, your friend knows nothing of beauty, he only tried to make conversation. He who
has knowledge of beauty stops in the middle of a conversation at the very impact of its
gorgeousness. When beauty surrounds on all sides. the effect is overbearing; the ears become
silent. even the heart seems hardly to pulsate: everything becomes still and motionless. We
were silent but your friend broke the stillness for he knew nothing of beauty nor even of the
experience of a morning. He was merely looking for an excuse to talk."

This is what we all do. As soon as we meet someone. we begin to talk about the weather
-- we talk about just anything, for the mere sake of talking. The weather is only an excuse. In
truth, it is so difficult to remain silent that we begin to talk on the slightest pretext.

Next time when you begin talking to someone, do a little introspection and you will at
once find out, it was a mere excuse just to talk. We have nothing to do with either the
morning or the sun or the clouds, all we want is to start a topic, for we have forgotten the art
of silence when we are in company. After a whole life of experiences, Freud has said, "I used
to think that we talk in order to express something. Now, I realise, that We talk in order to
hide something." There are things that become uncovered if we kept silent, so we hide them
by indulging in conversation. If you sit in silence with a companion for just one hour, you
will come to know many things about him that you would not otherwise know, even if you
talked to him for a full year! What is conversation after all? A man creates a web of ideas and
opinions around him just in order to hide his actual self. In the conflux of his words, you will
not be able to look into his eyes or notice his gestures. You shall be so engulfed by his words,
that there will be only his words all around you and not him.

Have you ever realised that when you think of someone, you remember nothing about
him save his words? Do you remember how he looked at you or how he touched you? Do
you recollect the expression in his eyes. Or how he entered the room or how he sat? Nothing.
All you remember is what he said. In that case, he is no individual but a gramophone. Your
remembrance of him is only words, you have no knowledge of his full existence.

What a confounding state of affairs! If you close your eyes and try to visualize your own
mother's face. you will be shocked to find that you cannot fully recollect her features!
Perhaps you will disagree with me: "How can this be?" you might say. Go home and try out
this experiment. Close your eyes and try to bring your mother's picture before your eyes. You
will find that as long as you did not concentrate, you could recall her face somewhat but as
soon as you begin to concentrate, her picture becomes dim and all lines of her features are
lost. You will fail to form a mental image of her -- for which son has ever really looked at his
mother? And if the mother is ever recollected, it will be through some photograph and not by
her presence. Understand this difference: The picture reminds you that you had a mother; her



presence, that she was: you played in her lap, she brought you up with her very blood (so to
say), she loved you, she pampered you -- all this you do not remember. The mere picture on
the wall is all that you remember. The picture is an object, whereas the mother is an
individual. But the individual is forgotten and the object is remembered. What is the reason
behind this? Actually, we fight shy of the living Existent. We try to conceal the living
existent not only from others but from our own selves also; and language very skilfully
provides means of doing so.

A French Scientist spent twelve years in Siberia, among the Eskimos. Twelve years is a
long period and the Eskimos are among the very few tribes of the earth who have not been
caught by the madness of language. If an Eskimo speaks about five to ten words in a day, it is
enough for him. If he is hungry, he says, "I hungry". It is not the expression of his tongue that
conveys the meaning so much as the expression of his eyes, his hands, nay, his whole body
conveys the message that he is hungry. The Scientist written in his memoirs that he was in a
terrible dilemma. The first six months were a veritable hell for him. He was dying to speak
but whom could he talk to? When he could contain himself no longer, he would go out in the
wilderness and talk to himself.

You too, speak to yourselves when you are by yourselves. See the people walking on the
road -- almost everyone, you will find, talking to himself. Sometimes the conversation
becomes heated and is accompanied by a lot of actions also! Each man is occupied in talking
to himself. You talk to others, you talk to yourself -- you are talking within, you are talking
without, you are talking without -- =you have not a moment to spare to stand aside from
words and denominations and glide into Existence.

For six months the Scientist was in great trouble; but soon after, he began to have rare
and uncommon experiences. There were wordless gaps in his life now for the first time and
then he realized that the Eskimos lived in a completely different type of a world from his. We
have destroyed everything. The world that Lao Tzu talks about, the people he refers to, the
possibilities that he speaks of, are the possibilities of word-less experiences. The world of
objects forms together with denomination. Drop the words and the object world disappears.
Then only Existence remains.

QUESTION: BHAGWAN SRI, WHY HAS THIS SILENT MANIFESTATION OF THE
UNKNOWN BEEN GIVEN DIFFERENT BASIC NAMES LIKE, HEAVEN, EARTH,
MATTER AND CONSCIOUSNESS? WHY HAS THE MANIFESTATION OF THE
ABSOLUTE NOT BEEN GIVEN?

Bhagwan Sri: Manifestation can be of duality only. The absolute remains unmanifested.
The utmost that can be said about it, is "Two". That is nearest to Truth. Beyond speech there
is only one. Language however, cannot speak of anything without breaking it into two.

Even Lao Tzu, when he speaks, when he writes, commits the least error but he cannot do
better than this. And even if we want to deny his expositions, we shall have to use words.
Then we may say, "the Absolute, not two." But we shall have to make use of 'two'. In order to
express that the Absolute is indivisible, we shall have to say -- "It cannot be divided into
two". As long as we strive to express, the "Two' will follow us. If you drop speech, then only
will the One, remain. We might well say: "Why can we not say, 'One'?" We are not aware of
the fact, that as soon as we mention 'One' the idea of Two forms immediately. It is difficult to
find a person, who can say one without creating the idea of two. The idea of "Two' forms



within the mind of the speaker also. In fact, 'One' has no meaning without 'two'. 'One’ is only
a step to reach 'two' and nothing more.

Lao Tzu makes use of two words; because the most that can be expressed in words is
"Two'. The diverse and the manifold can be reduced only up to two. Beyond this is the
inexpressible realm of No-Word. Beyond this, it is not possible to say even as much as Lao
Tzu says. It cannot even be said to be inexpressible, the One without a name. That One
cannot be expressed.

Whatever we say breaks into two, as soon as we give expression to it. Just as when we
throw a stick into water it appears bent. It does not bend but only appears so. Remove it from
water and it is straight as before. Now the fact is, it never bent in water but only seemed so. It
was always straight. If a man tries his utmost to see the stick straight in water, he cannot.
even if he tries a thousand times. His experience will only show him that the stick was never
bent, though it appears so in water. It will look inclined at an angle because the radiation
changes as soon as it is dropped into water, causing a change in the movement of the rays
also. In the same manner, as soon as words are placed in speech, the radiation changes. Then
the word that depicts One, will at once bend and convey the idea of Two no sooner it is
transformed into language.

Lao Tzu knows that whatever he is saying conveys the idea of duality; but there is no
other way. So even when Lao Tzu speaks, he has to speak in duality. It is so difficult that if
Lao Tzu remains silent and tries to convey by remaining silent, even then the duality sets in.
The attempt at expression brings in the duality. Try to understand this.

This has happened many a time.

Someone went to Shaikh Farid and said: "I have come to hear from you. that which is the
Truth and in which there is not a trace of Un-Truth. I want to know only that Truth that the
saints have indicated and said it cannot be expressed. Tell me the Truth that is silent --
wordless." You know what Farid said? He said, "Certainly I will but first you frame your
question in such a way that it contains no words. Ask without words and I shall reply without
words. Do not expect me to answer in silence what you ask in speech. Go and frame your
question without words and I shall answer accordingly."

The man went away. For years he tried. Whenever Farid passed his village. he made it a
point to remind him about the question. "What about your question Brother?" He would ask,
"I am trying my best but I cannot form the question without words," the man would say. "Try
again." Farid would say. "And when your question is ready, bring it to me. My answer is
ready."

The man died. so did Farid. Neither the man went to Farid wit!l his question. nor did
anyone hear Farid s answer. When he was on his death-bed others reminded Farid about the
answer he said he already had for the man."We are anxious to hear your answer. Please tell
us," They pleaded. Farid was silent. "Please tell us," they urged. "You are about to die. Let
not the answer die with you." Farid said. "I am answering you. I am silent and that is my
answer. If I say even this. that I am answering you with my silence a duality is created. For
that would mean that it can be shown with silence and not without it. Duality is created,
distinction is formed. Therefore do not make me say that I am answering with my silence. [
am silent and you should understand. Raise no words." But how can it be explained by
silence only?

Lao Tzu has written this one and only book. This book he wrote at the fag end of his life.
He never wrote anything else, though people were always after him. From ordinary men to
kings, they all begged him to write down his experiences. Lao Tzu always laughed and



waved off their question. "When has anyone ever been able to write this? Do not force me
into this foolishness. People have tried before but those who know laugh at their effort, for
they have failed. And those who know not, have caught hold of their failures, taking them to
be the Truth. Pray, force me not to commit the same error. Those who know, will laugh and
say, "See Lao Tzu is doing exactly what he should not. He is trying to tell what cannot be
told. What cannot be written, he writes. 'No, No, I will not do that!""

All throughout his life he eluded them. Then he was getting nearer to the end of his life.
Friends and disciples began to press him more and more. Verily, his treasures were untold.
Very few possessed such a vast store, very few had known and experienced so deep!
Therefore it was natural that those around him should insist that he should write for posterity.

When their insistence began to be stronger and death had yet not come, Lao Tzu found
himself in difficulty. Then one night, he quietly left his home and the people who were
clamouring for him to write. When in the morning, his disciples found his hut empty, they ran
to the king and told him that Lao Tzu had gone away. The King sent his men in search of
him. He was stopped at one of the check-posts on the borders of China. Lao Tzu was told that
it was the King's order that no one crosses the border without paying the toll. But Lao Tzu
argued that he was carrying nothing outside the country. "What tax shall I pay when I have
nothing to declare?"

And do you know what the officers replied? "The King has sent word that never before
has a man tried to escape with so much treasure. Await here and write all that you have
known." This book was thus written by Lao Tzu at a check-post, under the vigilance of the
police to clear his taxes before leaving the country.

This TAO-TEH-KING, is a peerless book. Never has a book been written in this fashion.
Here was Lao Tzu running away from writing anything. It seems very harsh on the part of the
King to have forced him to write when he did not want to; but there is evidence of
compassion also. If this book had not been? And there have been others like Lao Tzu who did
not write. But what is the use of those that have written and what have we gained from those
who have not written? There can be no debate on those that have not written whereas we can
discuss and deliberate on the writings of those who have written. We can think and ponder on
each word that they have written and try to get at their meaning -- And meaning is outside of
words.

In the final analysis of the human race it will be difficult to tell whether those who wrote
were the wiser or those who did not. Whichever one we choose, it is a choice of duality. One
chooses to be silent as he is opposed to writing and one chooses to write as he is opposed to
silence. There is, no way to escape duality. Duality creeps in even when Lao Tzu talks and
therefore he deliberately says that "Nameless, is the Creator of Heaven and Earth and is the
sole Originator of all denominated objects." Duality comes perforce with words. But it is with
the hope that the seeker is pushed into the No-word state through the use of words, that
people like Lao Tzu make use of words. This is possible. Duality appears to be, it does not
actually exist. If it did exist there would have been no presumptions.

Now supposing I move my fingers across the strings of a Veena just once and let it alone.
The resonance of the note created by my fingers will fill the room. Then slowly and slowly, it
begins to fade. Can you tell when the note has completely died? Can you draw the line where
the note ended completely and silence began? Can you clearly define the marking line
between the resonance and the non-resonance? You will find that the resonance gradually lost
itself into non-resonance -- the word slowly merges into silence. If you attune your mind to
the single note of the Veena you will find that as the note falls into the void, your mind too,



falls into silence to the same extent. Then it will not take you long to find that with the help
of the musical note, you too have reached the Non-Resonant state. With the help of words,
you have reached the No-Word.

It is with this hope that Lao Tzu, Buddha, Mahavira, Krishna or Christ speak. It is with
the hope that perhaps through their words, they may be able to lead you into the No-word
state. It is just a contrivance, a device, they make use of. Buddha always said, "Whatever |
say, is not to tell you of That which is, rather it is to lead you there." Nothing can be said
about that which is, but you can be lead up to it. Perhaps, you too may start on this journey
through my words. If your face turns towards that direction, then perhaps some day, you will
fall into the bottomless abyss where you will come face to face with the Absolute.

Duality however steps into the language of all who speak.

Buddha talks of Samsara and Nirvana and thus duality steps into his talk. Mahavira talks
of matter (Padartha) and the spirit (Paramatman). This also is dualism. It is alright as far as
Mahavira goes, for he says that he accepts duality but Shankara, who was a staunch upholder
of Monism, also talks of Maya (Illusion) and Brahma (The Universal Spirit), because it is not
possible to talk otherwise. Shankara says: "There are no two", yet he has to talk in duality. If
there is no 'two', what is Shankara to tell his listeners? What was it that they were to shun if
there are no two? What was it that they should liberate themselves from if there are no two?
If Brahma alone is, then we all are Brahma. Then where has one to go, where has one to
reach, and what has one to do? So even Shankara has to bring in duality -- there is something
that has to be extradicated, something that has to be given up -- ignorance, illusion, false
knowledge. So the two opposites are formed, Shankara is in a dilemma; what is he to do?

Mahavira has been very clear about this: We have to accept duality, for when the two fall
off, you will know yourself that there is One alone. So Mahavira says, "We shall not talk
about the One. We shall talk of the two and reach where the two drop away." But Shankara
insists on talking about the One although he had to talk of the two. And those who talked in
dualism had also perforce, to hint at the One.

Buddha often said: "Leave Samsara (the world), attain Nirvana (Liberation)" but in his
last words he said: "Samsara and Nirvana, are one and the same." This statement of Buddha
alarmed his Bhikshus and sadhakas and are still a cause of uneasiness to them even now after
2,000 years. Samsara is Nirvana, what can be more difficult than this? Then where is one to
go? What is one to leave and what has one to attain? So there is a sect of Buddhists, who
deny that Buddha ever spoke these words. For, they argue, how can Buddha say that Samsara
and Nirvana are one and the same, when all his life he exhorted people to leave Samsara and
attain Nirvana? But those who 'knew' say, that verily this is the statement of Buddha. All his
other statements can be allowed to go unheeded but this statement he could have only made
after he had known. When Buddha reached the peak of the highest experience, then alone he
found no distinction between Samsara and Nirvana, between the body and the soul, between
Brahma and Maya; and then bondage and freedom became two forms of the same thing. But
it is the experience that gives knowledge of the ONE: as soon as it manifests it splits into two.
And it is only to manifest that Lao Tzu says -- "The earth and Heaven; Matter and
Consciousness."

QUESTION: BHAGWAN SRI: YOU SAID YESTERDAY THAT WHATEVER CAN
BE NAMED, IS NOT THE ETERNAL, THE PERMANENT, TRUTH. ALL NAMES
GIVEN TO THE SUPREME TRUTH ARE ONLY MEANT TO SERVE A PURPOSE. BUT



MANY HAVE REACHED THE 'NAME-LESS' BY THE SADHANA OF NAM-SUMIRAN
(REPETITION OF NAME). PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY YOU SAY THAT WITH THE
HELP OF THE CHANGING NAME, ONE CANNOT REACH THE CHANGELESS.

Bhagwan Sri: Lao Tzu prefers the method of the jump. He is not in favour of going step
by step. Actually a step is also a jump -- a small jump. When you climb the steps you are
actually taking small jumps. You have divided the jump into twenty parts; whereas there are
others, who jump all the twenty steps at one time. You can also say, this man has made one
big step equal to twenty small ones -- that is if you do not like to call it a jump. So one man
takes one step to cross the same distance whereas another takes twenty steps to do so. We can
also say, this man takes twenty jumps. Now this depends on each individual and the amount
of courage he has. Now Lao Tzu's method is the Jump. He says: "Why should we catch hold
of that which has to be left?" From the changing one has to reach the change-less -- and only
by leaving the Transient can we reach the Intransient. Therefore leave it and reach! Those
who prefer the step-by-step method, believe in gradual progress, just like those who believe
in Nam-Smarana (repetition of Name), like Meera and Chaitanya. They also reach where Lao
Tzu reaches. They too say, that leave, you have to but leave gradually step by step.

Now for instance, Nanak exhorts his followers to practise Japa (repetition of Name) and
at the same time says, "He is without a name" -- "THE ALAKH NIRANJAN' is without a
name. The Timeless one is beyond Time but practise Japa, says Nanak. Start with the lips and
take His Name, says Nanak -- this is the first step. Then close the lips and pronounce the
name in the throat -- this is the second step. Then leave the throat and repeat the name in your
heart -- this is the third step. Then leave the heart also and practise the Ajapa-Jap, that is, let
the name repeat itself -- you do not repeat it. And this happens. First the lips, then the throat,
then the heart, and when the name begins to come from the heart, leave the heart! Then the
name begins to reverberate through the whole body. from every pore of your being and into
the whole Existence! But this is not the destination, it is only a step -- then you step into the
A-Japa -- the Unrepeated. Now there is no Japa, now there is the Name-less'. But this has to
be reached in four steps.

Now Lao Tzu says, "That which has to be left, why should it be left so gradually?" He
further says "The very fact you are leaving gradually, shows that you have no mind to leave
it. You want to hold on to it, and so keep on postponing." First you start with the lips, then
let-go of the lips and begin with the throat, then let-go the throat and proceed into the heart.
When the goal is the 'A-Japa', Lao Tzu says. "Let it be here and now." Why waste time?
Let-go -- take the Jump. It is not necessary. that everyone finds this method easy. Sometimes,
in some cases. it is better to leave gradually. There are types and types of people.

If we tell a person that there is no other way except the Jump, if he is not of the type, he
will not take the Jump. On the contrary, he will not even go step by step. He will give up
saying "This is not for me". But there must be a way for such people to reach the Name-less.
So for this type there is the method of proceeding step by step. Lao Tzu's method is only for
those of his type. Remember this always or else it will be difficult for you to understand what
I say.

My own nature is such, that when I speak on Lao Tzu, I speak as Lao Tzu, I will
completely forget that there was such a person as Chaitanya or Mira or there was a Krishna
who expounded the Gita. I shall not bring in the person of the individual, when I talk on
them. Therefore, it would be better not to raise other questions when I am speaking on Lao
Tzu, for it will only be harmful and there will be no gain. Similarly, do not question me about



Lao Tzu when I am speaking on Krishna, for when I speak on Krishna, I become Krishna and
speak. Do not bring someone else in between. I have no attachment of my own therefore |
can be one with anybody. If I had any particular leanings towards one path, it would not have
been possible for me to be completely at one with other paths. For instance, if I was specially
attached to Nam-Smaran, -- that that is the only way -- I would not have been able to explain
Lao Tzu to you. Then I could not have done him justice.

I say, what Lao Tzu says is absolutely correct -- a 100% correct but when I speak on
chaitanya, I will say, Chaitanya is absolutely correct. You can reach step by step. But do not
bring in this subject right now, for then it will not be easy to understand Lao Tzu. Forget this
completely. You have gathered here to understand Lao Tzu, so hear everything in detail
about the Jump. Our mind is such th;lt when I am talking about the Jump. your mind raises
questions of the steps; and when I begin to talk of the steps, you will raise questions about the
Jump! Thus we err. It is a treachery of the mind. When I say. do kirtan, your mind will
question: "What will happen by doing kirtan?" Then when I tell you to cast everything aside,
you will turn round say "But you yourself recommended kirtan!" So you will neither do this
nor that you will forever find ways of escape. You should take the course best suited to you:
and the least you can do is to hear me out genuinely and completely on whatever subject |
talk. Do not bring in another subject: it is foreign, alien. So do not bring in Japa and
Nam-Smaran when we talk on Lao Tzu. Do not raise the question of Kirtan -- it then
becomes so much trash, for in the order of Lao Tzu they are not useful at all.

It is just as one would try to fix a cart-wheel to a car. It is not that a bullock-cart does not
move. It moves alright. Or conversely, if we try to fix a car-wheel to a cart. it will not work.
This does not mean that the car wheel does not work; it does. Within its own self, a system
works and progresses smoothly but out of the system, it becomes useless.

To Lao Tzu, everything is insignificant and Lao Tzu is correct he is not wrong. In fact,
Truth is so vast that it can contain all the opposite truths within itself. Truth is so great, it can
accommodate all the reverse and contrary within itself. Untruth is very insignificant, it cannot
contain that which is contrary to it. In the mansion of Truth, there are many rooms. Jesus says
"There are many rooms in the house of the Lord." And each room is big enough to house one
Lao Tzu, one Krishna, one Mahavira and thousand others like them. All these rooms belong
to the temple of God. But when I show you the door to Lao Tzu's room, do not turn round
and say; "This door is red, the door of Krishna you showed yesterday was yellow. You had
said we could enter through the yellow door. Now you are talking of a red door!" Now the
fun of the whole thing is, that you never tried to enter through the yellow door and now
behind the barricade of the yellow door, you will also not enter the red door! Enter from any
side. If you can jump, jump! Those whose minds are young and courageous, let them take the
jump. Those who are frightened, who have not the courage to jump for fear of breaking their
limbs, let them at least proceed step by step! They too will reach though they will take some
time. But do not just sit, doing nothing!

He who sits undecided, reaches nowhere. This too, I do not stress, that everyone take the
jump. If a person has no mind to jump, it is best that he does not, for it is not incumbent upon
him to jump. On the contrary, such a person runs the risk of breaking his limbs. The jump is
not necessarily a glorious feat! If you can, you jump; if you cannot, go step by step. But why
should he who can jump, go step by step? Remember, the one who can jump may stumble on
the steps. The steps will be too small for him and he is bound to fall and break his limbs just
as badly as the other. Make up your mind. Understand yourself. I will keep talking of God.
Knows how many paths! Whichever door suits you, you enter from there. Do not strive to



understand other doors further.

Whatever you can follow and understand well, you may enter there silently. Then when
you enter the Temple of God, you will find that those who entered through other doors, have
also reached the same place! Once you enter the temple, no one asks which door you came
from: left door or right; or did you jump or come step by step? When you stand before the
image of the Lord, no one will question whether you came slowly or speedily; whether you
climbed one step at a time or two or whether you crossed them all in a single jump. No one
asks, nor will you yourself remember how you came.

On reaching the destination the traveller forgets the path. The way is remembered as long
as the goal is not reached. Therefore, do not raise this question of paths or else, it will be
difficult to understand Lao Tzu. Also, such questions will not make it easier to understand
Meera or Chaitanya either. If you are out to know Lao Tzu be absolutely one with him and
understand what he says. What he says, is absolutely correct, that some have reached his way.
Some people can reach his way. There must be some among you also who can reach this
way. Ponder well. Perhaps you are the one! If this path settles within your mind, it can
become your path. But our mind always wavers in duality. In the beginning I used to make
people sit quietly for meditation. They then came to me and said that nothing happened to
them -- they just sat. Those very people, now when I advocate sharp meditation, turn round
and say, the initial method was a thousand times better! These were the same people who
complained that nothing was happening to them by sitting still; it was just a waste of time.
Now they maintain, it was so blissful to sit silent! First they said they felt no joy in quiet
meditation and now they say just the opposite! These are ways of escapism. First they
escaped the first method, now they are finding means to escape this. If this is what you wish,
then it is alright but if you are sincerely wishing to understand something then forget
everything else. Be merged in the subject completely, drown yourself, then perhaps, the path
may turn out to be your path. If there is anything more you wish to ask, you may do so.

QUESTION: IF CONSCIOUSNESS CAN BE DETERMINED FULLY, THEN WHAT
IS THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN IT AND THE ELEMENTS OF MATTER? WHEN
NOTHING IS TO BE DONE AND ONLY 'TO BE'IS THE SOLE AIM WHAT WILL NOT
BE THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN SUCH A STATE AND ABSTRUSE
TRANQUILLITY? WHAT IS THE MOTIVE BEHIND THE EXISTENCE OF
CONSCIOUSNESS FOR OUR EGO. WHAT IS THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE
EXISTENCE OF A WOODEN CHAIR AND THAT OF THE EXISTENCE OF A
NO-THOUGHT MIND?

Bhagwan Sri: You have never had the experience of being a wooden chair nor have you
ever had the experience of a No-Mind individual. You know neither of these states and yet
you think of the difference between the two. Or perhaps you think there is no difference
between the two. How does a wooden chair feel or how does it not feel, you have no idea.
What does a person, devoid of thoughts, experience, that also you do not know. But the
question arises in the mind alright and the question is very natural. All our questions are like
this -- that we create questions about things that are beyond our experiences, and therefore no
answers thereof are consequential. Only experience gives an effective answer. So let us first
experience a little and then see the answer.

When all the thoughts of an individual are silenced, then only consciousness remains --



not self-consciousness. This is difficult for us to understand for we know of no other
consciousness save self-consciousness. When we say, "I am conscious," it means "I am". Our
being conscious has only one meaning for us -- "that [ know I am". The fact actually is, that I
have no idea who I am -- none whatsoever. "I am" and that is all. This self-consciousness of
ours, is a disease, an illness.

The conflux of this very self-consciousness is ego. We find a thousand means of
increasing this self-consciousness. When you put on fine clothes that others have not, what
happens? The self-consciousness is strengthened. It is difficult to be self-conscious in
ordinary clothes but it is very easy to be so in uncommon clothes. If you are sitting in a
vehicle and others are walking, you become self-conscious. You feel you are something. The
density of this feeling of self-consciousness, is a disease, it is an illness; and this is our
anxiety, this is our tension, this is our cause of restlessness. He whose thoughts have been
silenced for good will be conscious but not self-conscious. He will be fully conscious, every
pore of his body will be filled with consciousness; consciousness will be flowing all around
him but there will be no centre of T within this consciousness. His consciousness will be
centre-less -- without the 'T'.

This is difficult to understand without the actual experience, for our experience is just
one. The centre of 'T, the Ego-Centre keeps throbbing like a wound within. We are conscious
of that alone. That is why we feel better when we are unconscious as when a person takes
alcohol. Then the self-consciousness is broken and the wound is forgotten for a while. When
we sleep soundly at night, we get up fresh, for in deep sleep, the ego-disease is forgotten.
When we hear music we forget it; the illness of the ego is abated for a while. But
consciousness, we know not of. We have known this concentrated ego only. This ego is the
disease of consciousness.

When thoughts are completely absent, when you are in the tranquil, no-thought state,
consciousness is complete. Then it is not that T am there or 'you' are there -- there is only the
being. If we separate the I from the am, and drop the I, then this 'Am-ness', (not the 'l
Am-ness') remains. Then there is no suggestion of 'T' in this '"Am-ness'. And he who does not
experience this feeling of T cannot experience the feeling of 'you' also. The 'T' falls on one
hand and the 'you' on the other. Therefore, when we are self-conscious, we are individuals
and when we are only consciousness, we become the Whole, the Aggregate.

When I am T, then I am separate and the whole world is separate; I become an island.
When I am just 'Am’, I become a continent, the mainland. Then all the stars and moons
revolve within my Am-ness; the Sun rises within me, flowers bloom within me and all the
friends and enemies of yesterday begin 'to happen' within me. I spread. The ancient way of
saying it is -- I became Brahma. The meaning of Brahma is -- I spread. I spread so as to
envelope everything within myself. Nothing remains outside of me.

As long as Self-Consciousness exists, everything is outside of you and you are apart from
everything. When only the consciousness remains, then everything, everything is within --
there is nothing without; there is no outside. There is nothing that is outside of consciousness
-- everything is contained within it. There is only 'Inside-ness'. This cannot be comprehended
without experience; for it is difficult, nay impossible for us to imagine an inside without an
outside. All our experiences show that wherever there is an inside there is bound to be an
outside. If the house has an inside, our experience tells us, it must have an outside. We have
no knowledge of the whole vast Universe as one house, outside of which there is nothing.
When all thoughts are destroyed and only consciousness remains, everything comes within.

Then the question arises -- if that is so, then what is the difference between the sentient



and the insentient? What is the difference between yourself and a chair? -- you ask. This
question arises because right now you see a difference between yourself and the chair. In the
vast consciousness, this chair also, will be inside of you -- a part of you! It will be as sentient
as you are. It will be as alive as you are. Even now the chair is alive, but the dimension of its
being alive is so different that you cannot be familiar with it. Not a single thing is outside of
consciousness. Everything is within consciousness. And there is no such thing where the
consciousness is outside of it. Consciousness resides in everything -- but in very many ways.

If we try to understand the modes in which consciousness exists it will be easy to follow:
If I throw a stone against a wall, it does not go through the wall, it falls on this side of the
wall. But if I throw the same stone into the air, it goes through the air. Now the structure of
the wall is different and the structure of air is different. But there are things that can pass
through the structure of the wall also -- like X-ray. With X-ray, the wall does not respond as a
wall but as air. The X-rays will not know whether it is crossing a wall or crossing the
atmosphere. For the X-ray, the wall is like the air but for the stone it is not.

What I am trying to convey to you is the fact that the quality of our consciousness
depends on how we see things. If I am self-centric, the chair is apart and I am apart. If the self
breaks then just as the wall and the air is one for the X-ray, so the chair and your-self are one
and the same for your consciousness. There is no difference; but this is only when you
become aware of it. But if we have no information about it? Just as before X-ray was
discovered, no one believed that the intestines could be photographed from outside -- and
how could they? If a photograph was taken, it could only be of your outside appearance. How
could your bones be photographed? The photographer makes use of rays, but these are
ordinary rays. Now we know that there are rays that can penetrate the skin and reach the
bones. When these rays were discovered, then we became aware of the fact that bones could
also be photographed.

Actually Consciousness has its own rules and regulations. The Consciousness that we live
in has no extension whatsoever. We remain shrivelled within ourselves. The chair is apart
from us, so is the neighbour. Everything is different and apart from us. The nature of our
consciousness as it is now is one of aloofness; we are removed and distant from everything
and everybody. But no sooner the form of Consciousness changes, there is a qualitative
change. As soon as thoughts are destroyed, the distinctions and differentiations fall. All
distances fall. All things appear one and each thing looks alive in a different way.

When Aldous Huxley took L.S.D. for the first time, his experiences fortunately, turned
out to be similar to your question. There was a chair in front of him. A little while after taking
L.S.D., he noticed strange rays emitting from this chair. This chair that seemed ordinary,
dead, was alive and scintillating with strange and uncommon colours! He was amazed. Never
in his wildest imagination, he could have endowed this chair with such beauty and grandeur!
He writes in his book about this experience. He was wonder-struck. That was the first time,
he writes, he realised that a chair could be like this. It was not the ordinary chair that stood
before him. It seemed as if diamonds flew out of it on all sides -- it seemed too precious to sit
upon! It was more beautiful that all the stars and the suns put together!

Huxley says he suspected this to be the doings of L.S.D., for it is a
Consciousness-expanding drug. Your consciousness expands for a short while under the
influence of L.S.D. If in such a short moment of expansion, the chair became alive then
Huxley says, "I very well believe now those people who have paid obeisance to a stone as
they would to God". The expansion of their consciousness must be of a different dimension
from ours. "Now", says Huxley, "I appreciate a painter like Van Gogh, who made the picture



of a chair; for why should someone make a picture of a thing like a chair?" Can you imagine
a painter of Van Gogh's calibre taking so much pains, devoting so much time and driving
himself to madness to draw a mere chair? Is a chair worth taking so much trouble about?
Huxley goes on to say: "Till then I could not understand why Van Gogh drew a chair. I know
now that he must have seen the chair in a different aspect of consciousness, and drawn it."

Out colours are very pale compared to those that are seen after taking L.S.D. Such
colours we have never seen. But L.S.D. does nothing. It merely gives a little expansion to our
ordinary consciousness just as if we were to fill a little more air in a balloon and it becomes
larger. This slight expansion causes such change in colours. Then the pebbles Lying on the
road-side shine like pearls and diamonds.

If today the Western world is mad after L.S.D., this is the only reason. All the world
appears very much more beautiful. The whole world gets filled with a sensation, we have
never felt before. An ordinary hand appears like the hand of God. Ordinary clothes appear so
gorgeous and glamorous that it is beyond our imagination.

L.S.D. has opened a new trend of thought. The new thought is: when the consciousness
gets expanded, however little, the world becomes a different place altogether. But when a
consciousness like that of Mahavira or Lao Tzu expands completely (and not in small
measure) due to the fall and complete extinction of ego, then what difference can there be
between you and the chair? It is still very difficult for you to understand, for the chair as you
know it, is not the real chair; and the self that you know as yourself, is not the real self. If you
try to reckon with two unreal things, you will not understand.

You become the real, original you and the chair will get a chance of becoming genuine;
for a false you, is incapable of viewing the actual chair. New doors open into you. Huxley has
named his book: 'NEW DOORS OF PERCEPTION: L.S.D." L.S.D. is a mere chemical
alteration which lasts for six, eight or at the most, twelve hours. Then it will fade. And this
experience is very infinitesimal. But those who have experienced God; those whose
self-consciousness (not consciousness) is completely lost, and who have become conscious,
for them all distances fall. To them, each and every particle becomes godly and divine.

If Mahavira walks cautiously, it is not as the Jains understand it -- that it is to save an ant
or a mosquito (that some people are so worried about). The mosquito that is visible to you is
not visible in the same way to Mahavira. If it did, even Mahavira would not have bothered so
much about it. In fact, Mahavira experiences Brahma for the first time in the ant (which we
never do and hence the concern.) It is so, there is no other way. Existence manifested itself
within the ant, to the same extent as within Mahavira himself.

Then the door opens to another world. And when these doors open, you no longer remain
in this world. Therefore do not question about this world. This world has no connection, there
is no consistency, no relevance, between that world and this. All our questions are somewhat
like this: That when I sleep, what is my relationship with my bedroom during my sleep?
There is no connection whatsoever. Or is there? You can sleep in this room and be in London
in your dreams. You can sleep in a closed room and dream of being under open skies,
beneath the stars and the moon! What connection can you have with the room when you are
asleep?

No. As soon as you are asleep, you enter a different dimension of consciousness. The
room remains in the same dimension as it was but you enter a different world. Then if you
want to step out of this room, you have not to open the door of this room. Naturally you will
ask whether you should keep the keys of your room with you to go out of the room or put on
y our spectacles in order to see the dreams well? No, you enter a different dimension where



your spectacles are not required, nor are your eves required for that matter. There will also be
no need to open the door of the room -- and you will be able to step outside.

If however, you speak to a man who has never dreamt and tell him that there is a
particular state when you can be out of the room without opening the door; or that you can
reach London without boarding a ship or a plane or any other vehicle; or that you need no
key, you do not need even to open the door to be out of the room, he will question the
soundness of your mind. According to him, if you do not open the door, you will knock your
head against it; or how will the lock open without a key? His questions are all appropriate,
yet you will laugh. You will say, he knows nothing of dreams where none of these questions
are appropriate.

No sooner the mind falls and the No-Mind Consciousness is created, you step into a
different world altogether, where nothing from this world is relevant. Not a single thing, not a
single law of this world is applicable to it. Whatever appears insentient in this world will be
sentient there. What appears dead here is alive there. Where there are doors in this world,
there will be walls there and where there are walls here, there will be doors there. No
question of this world holds sense there. Therefore whatever questions we raise here have no
meaning vis-a-vis that world.

Only those questions are meaningful that are made to ask how we can enter this realm.
But if you think that sitting here in this world we can understand about that world by asking
questions, you are mistaken. That is not possible.

So much for today. Any questions?

QUESTION: BHAGWAN SRI, FIRST YOU EXPLAINED THAT WHEN YOU MEET
GOD, THE SECRET IS UNFOLDED AND YOU KNOW YOU HAVE SEEN HIM
BEFORE. ANOTHER THING YOU SAID, THAT NOTHING EXISTS; WHAT IS, IS HIM
ALONE. TO DAY ALSO YOU POINTED OUT THAT MATTER AND
CONSCIOUSNESS ARE ONE AND THE SAME. THIS THAT IS ALL THE SAME, THIS
GOD THAT IS THE SAME, IS IT THIS VERY STATE OR SOMETHING BEYOND?

Bhagwan Sri: It is both. The ever-abiding state of being, is verily God. But this abiding
state is forever spreading beyond and beyond. It ends nowhere. For instance, suppose I jump
into the ocean I can say, that I descended into the ocean but I cannot say I descended into the
whole Ocean. At the most I can say that I touched a part of the ocean from one shore. The
ocean is beyond, much beyond. Where I stand, hardly a wave or two of the Ocean touch me.
The Ocean is infinite. So when someone experiences God, he does so in the same way. Then
he knows that whatever is, is God. At the same time he knows that what he knows of God is
not enough -- He is beyond and yet beyond. And no matter how much a person knows, this
beyondness never ends; it is forever there. This is the mystery. No matter how far one travels,
he yet has no idea of the other shore. We only know of the shore from where we started. The
other shore is forever unknown.

Another very interesting thing happens, which will be difficult for you to understand.
When the person returns, he finds that the shore he left behind is also not there. That shore is
there for you as long as you stand on it. When you jump in, you not only do not find the other
shore but on return the initial shore is also not there! Whatever now is, is God. What is,
however, keeps spreading beyond and beyond and yet beyond. No matter how far we go, it is
spread yet farther and farther away.



No one has ever reached the place from where he has been able to say: "Here at last, is
the end." No one will ever reach such a place. It is logically impossible for supposing a
person does reach the end and proclaim it to be the end, the question arises -- "What next?"
There must be something after that. The boundary always requires the other. If there is no
other house next to yours there is no point in putting up a fence, for it is because of the
neighbour that the fence is needed. And Parmatman is alone. In other words that which is
Existence, we call Paramatman. So we cannot reach him to such a place where we can say --
This is all, for this can only be if another starts from there. Any beginning is the end of
something else and any end is the beginning of something else. If something else begins, then
only can we reach the end of God but nothing does.

The scientists are also in a dilemma. They are also eager that the Universe should finish
somewhere after all! God is not their question as yet but the universe should end somewhere.
Where will it end? And if it does, what next? This question arises immediately. What will
happen at the boundary-line of the Universe? Another Universe will start -- so say the
scientists. But this does not solve the problem; for them we think of all the Universes
collectively and inquire where they will end. They cannot end. Truth, Existence, is infinite in
this context.

Therefore, Paramatman (The Universal Spirit) is what He is. There is also that which is
spread beyond and beyond, and is accepted within by the Absolute. These are not two things.
Therefore we can never say, "This alone is God". All we can say is: "This too, is God: and
there is more and yet more." What we do know that too, is God; what we do not know, that
too is God. What others have known, that too is God. What others have not known, that also
is God. And also that which perhaps no one will ever know -- That too, is God. Not only is
He Unknown but also Unknowable. Unknown is that, which can be made knowable at
sometime, God is at the same time, Unknowable. That which forever remains behind, will
also have to be incorporated. So we shall have to say, "This is God but That which is beyond
this, is also God. And that which forever remains beyond, that too, is God."
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CHAPTER 1: SUTRA 3

THEREFORE:

ALWAYS STRIPPED OF PASSION WE MUST BE FOUND
IF LIFE'S SECRET WE WOULD SOUND;



BUT IF PASSION ALWAYS WITHIN US BE,
ITS OUTER FRINGE IS ALL THAT WE SHALL SEE.

The path that can be trodden upon, is not the Path. The Truth that can be investigated, is
not the Truth.

The Creator of Existence is without any name and the Name is the mother of all
substance.

After the first two sutras (quoted above) the third sutra of Lao Tzu starts with Therefore.
This therefore is first to be understood before we proceed to the sutra. It looks strange -- the
first two sutras bear no relationship with the third sutra, which could justify the use of
therefore. Truth cannot be expressed in words. The Path that is, cannot be trodden upon.
Nameless is Existence; the world of substance is the world of denomination. Therefore -- the
mind steeped with desires, can never know the bottomless depths where lies the secret of
existence. It can only know the fringe of existence.

The word therefore can only be used if that which follows, is a natural outcome of the
preceding statements. If the third statement is a corollary of the first two statements, then
alone can 'therefore' be used. But what is the connection between a mind filled with passion
and a mind filled with words? What can be the connection of a Path that cannot be trodden,
which cannot be given a name, to a mind filled with passion? This is not apparently clear; it
is inevident. Therefore, it will be very difficult to understand this word therefore, as used by
Lao Tzu.

Let us first examine the connection. Actually, he who is filled with desires, wishes to
reach somewhere. The very desire to reach is passion. If I am happy to be myself and accept
myself as [ am, all paths become useless for me. Then there is no path for me. If I have not to
go anywhere, if I have not to reach anywhere then there is no need no purpose, for a path for
me. If I have to reach somewhere go somewhere; if I have to be something attain something
then paths become inevitable. If I have not to travel anywhere, what meaning can paths have
for me? But if we want to take a journey. then paths become meaningful. Whatever paths we
create are all paths of desires, of passions. No path is ever created without a desire, although,
the desire is not concerned with the passage at all. Passion is concerned with the destination
only. But no destination can be reached without a route. So no desire can be fulfilled without
following a path. Some means are always necessary to fulfill a desire.

Passion is the aspiration to reach somewhere. Some distant star keeps shining on the
horizon of a passion -- ridden mind and beckons to it: "Come hither, there is happiness, there
is joy, there is peace, where [ am. Where you stand, there is no joy, no peace." Now there is a
great distance between us and the skies, and we have perforce, to find a way to connect the
two. Then it makes no difference whether we pave the path with wealth or with religion,
whether we travel inwards or outwards. It makes no difference whether we aspire for worldly
gains or seek the doors of beatitude and God through that path. If our desti-nation is outside
and away from us, we have to make a path to join us to our goal. Then the path becomes
inevitable.

And Lao Tzu says: "The path that can be trodden upon, is not the Path." But a mind filled
with desires, is bound to tread on paths. So it means, that whatever path a desire-ridden mind
follows, is not the real Path. It is only the wrong paths that can be trodden. We have not to
walk on the actual Path. Really speaking, the ambition to reach anywhere is an erroneous
aspiration -- anywhere unconditionally. It is not that the ambition of amassing wealth alone is
a wrong ambition or the ambition of winning the whole world is a wrong ambition -- No;



even the ambition of attaining beatitude, is equally wrong. Actually as soon as the question of
attainment comes in, the mind is filled with tension and becomes restless.

A mind filled with passion is never where it is but keeps forever wandering where it is
not. This is a very impossible situation. I am not where I am but am always wandering where
I am not. Then it is but natural that I am filled with anguish. I am tense, for I can only be at
ease where I actually am; where I am not, I cannot relax. It is necessary however, that in
order to be where I am, my mind should not desire to be elsewhere -- it should not be taking
flights to distant lands!

Hence Lao Tzu says: "Therefore a mind filled with passion, a mind filled with desires,
cannot open the doors to the deep mysteries of existence." It can only be acquainted with the
outer fringe; the inner mysteries remain unknown. The palace of existence remains unknown
and the desiring mind lives out its life taking the outer walls to be authentic. It is bound to do
SO.

For the palace is here and now; and the desirous mind is always somewhere else. It is
never here and now. It is lost in dreams. It is not that if the mind satisfies a particular desire
there will be any sizable change in the situation. If I am here today, I think of being
somewhere else; then when I reach that place, the mind will sow fresh seeds of desire for
some other place. So we keep running. This is a very interesting race where one destination
starts off a new race for another destination -- and there is no end!

Actually, that which we thought to be the destination, we discover to be a temporary
encampment. Before reaching, it seems that everything will be attained by reaching the goal
and on reaching we find it was only the beginning -- there is much farther to go. Therefore
we are never at peace, even for a moment. Lao Tzu has purposely used the word 'therefore' to
imply a calculated inference. And the conclusion arrived at is that: "ALWAYS STRIPPED
OF PASSION WE MUST BE FOUND," with all passions, uprooted, uncovered. We should
strip ourselves of desires as one would peel an onion, layer by layer till nothing remains in
the end.

Do you think you will remain, if you remove all your desires? Are you anything more
than a collection of desires? If all your layers are removed like the layers of an onion, what
will you be but a zero? You are what you have desired to be -- a collection of your desires.
Think what will remain if all your desires fall off -- A mere emptiness -- Nothing! But it is
this 'No-thing' from which the door to Existence opens.

In fact, all doors open through the void.

You build a house. You make a door in it. Have you ever thought what a door is? The
door is merely an emptiness. Where you have not built the wall, the door is. The actual
interpretation of a door would be -- where there is nothing. You cannot enter through the
wall. You can enter only through the door. What is the meaning of the door? The door means
where there is the void; where there is nothing, you enter from there. Where there is
something, you cannot enter. Now this is an interesting thing: You cannot enter a house
through the house. Entrance is only possible from where there is nothing: mere emptiness.
The door means, where the house is not. Whatever is besides the door, is the house.

Till such time that we discover just such emptiness within ourselves, till then, we cannot
enter the acme of the mystery of existence. The castle of existence will remain unknown and
unfamiliar to us.

"Rip off the layers of desires," says Lao Tzu. Not a single layer should remain. We do
sometimes, peel off the layers of desire, but only when we have formed other and bigger ones
than before. We leave one desire only when it is replaced by another, when it is fully



complemented. Actually. we leave a desire only, when we come across a bigger and better
desire. We break small houses in order to build bigger ones. We leave smaller assignments
for bigger ones. We too let go of desires but only when a bigger rampart is in sight, do we let
go of smaller walls.

Sometimes it also happens that we leave the entire frame of human desires. A man who
sought wealth, position, fame, leaves everything. He climbs down from his high office,
renounces wealth, he renounces his clothes and becomes naked and he says, "I now set out in
search of God." He renounces all worldly things but then his eyes are set towards a very vast
attainment. He destroys all worldly attainments. Now no one can say that he is after wealth or
position or fame.

But if we ponder on the word TSHWARA', we shall know the secret. The word Ishwara is
derived from 'AISHWARYA', which means glory, grandeur, majesty and super-human
power. The ultimate 'Aishwarya' is 'Ishwara'. Now he is after that grandeur and majesty that
are endless. Now he seeks wealth that cannot be stolen. He is after that acquirement that
death cannot take away from him. But still it is a search all the same. Now he is out to seek a
position from which he has not to climb down; he is after that fame that never dies. The
search continues all the same, it is only that he has given a new name to his seeking --
Ishwara (God). Keep this in mind: no one can make God an object of his desires. If he does,
he will not find God. He will only establish his new desires in new forms. Liberation cannot
be an object of desire. If it is, he will find it is just a new kind of prison he has created --
beautiful, inlaid with gold, filled with flowers but a prison all the same. Actually desires
cannot lead us outside of prison. Wherever there is desire, there is bondage.

Lao Tzu says: "Remove, tear off each layer of your passionate desires." Why? for it you
want to measure the bottomless depths where lie the mysteries of existence, you shall have to
be desire-less. To be desireless means -- devoid of all desires. The desire for tranquility, the
desire for meditation and Sadhana remain even when other desires are gone. The mind is very
clever. It says: "It is perfectly alright; you do not want wealth, hut meditation you want. You
do not want position but you do want peace!" The mind lives not in wealth or position, the
mind lives in desiring. Therefore, any topic is good enough for the mind. Let there be an aim
-- of what sort does not matter to the mind. Desireless-ness means desiring nothing. Beware,
the mind's deceptions are very subtle! So much so that it can make you desire to be desireless
also! It will goad you to desire to be desire-less. This way by standing behind your
desireless-ness, it can exist.

Somewhere in Gitanjali, Ravindranath has sung to the Lord:

I desire nothing from you. My only wish is, that no desire remains in my mind." This
makes no difference to the desire -- none whatsoever. If you were to examine deeply, you
will find that the person who wishes for ten thousand rupees or a big house, his desire is
nothing compared to the desire of Ravindranath. What is the worth of his desire when
compared to Ravindranath's? Ravindranath says: "I want nothing save desirelessness." This is
the ultimate desire, last and very subtle. And Lao Tzu says "Be desireless. Rip off all desires
-- rip them off to the last breath of your life."

A Sadhaka once approached Lao Tzu and said: "I want peace." "You will never get it,"
Lao Tzu replied. The youth was startled, "What have I done, what is there in me such that I
cannot attain peace?" Lao Tzu then explained: "As long as you wish for peace, you will not
get it. I too desired for a long time and ultimately discovered that the desire for tranquility
becomes so great a dissatisfaction. that no restlessness is greater than this. There-fore, give up
the idea of desiring peace."



I remember another incident: A Sadhaka went up to Lechee and said: "I have left
everything." Lechee replied: "Be kind enough to leave this also. Then you may come." The
youth said: "I have left everything." Lechee says: "There is no need to hold on to this much
also." The feeling of desirelessness is so very subtle. The youth again insists: "But I have left
everything." Lechee says: "Leave this much also. Why have you kept this much back?" The
youth replies, "I have kept nothing back. There is nothing left with me." Lechee says: "Do not
hold on to this also." Desire, wishes and longings capture us from many directions. To be
desireless means: "I accept myself as [ am." If [ am restless, I am restless. If I am uneasy [ am
uneasy. If I am in captivity, I accept that I am in captivity. If I am in misery, I am in misery.
The total acceptability of myself as I am. There is no question of my being an inch otherwise.
I am what I am. Then there is no motivation. Then how can any journey start? Then how can
the mind goad you to go here, attain there? Then what I am, I am.

The quintessence of Tao is 'Tathata,’ acceptability. Where there is total acceptability,
there is the condition of desirelessness. The slightest unacceptability, gives rise to desire.
Then longing and passion follow in its wake. Then the race begins. Mind you, longing is born
out of unacceptability. We all, live in our longings. If you probe into each desire of yours you
will soon come to know, which non-acceptability has given birth to which desire. Which
thing you wished was not as it is, which ought to have otherwise, which ought to have been
different and what desire accrued therefrom?

A funeral procession was passing by Nasruddin s house. Someone has died and all the
reputed gentry of the village were in the procession. As they passed Mulla Nasruddin's house,
they all raised their hands in salute to him, for he was widely respected in his village.

The Mulla's wife who was standing at the door, saw this. She ran in and told the Mulla
that someone of consequence had died and the gentry in the funeral procession were saluting
as they passed the Mulla's house! "It is possible," says Nasruddin. "I heard the noise but I had
turned the other side. And you know the dead man s wrong habits! He could have died an
hour later, when I would have turned the other side!" That was a joke of Nasruddin on
mankind. He says, "I was facing the other way. There was no question of turning sides to
accept their greetings!"

At one time, the people of his village thought, that Nasruddin was in a bad way. They
gathered some money and went to present it to him. He was lying straight on his back, under
the open skies, beneath a tree. One of them came forward and offering the bag of money said:
"Nasruddin, we heard you were in difficulty. We have brought some money for you. Please
accept it." Nasruddin tells him: "Please come after some time. The fact is, my pocket is under
my back. When I turn upside down you may come and put the money in it."

Nasruddin's jokes are very subtle hints of man's failings. He was a priceless man.

If we go deep into the nature of desirelessness, we shall know that everything is
acceptable (in that condition) as it is and how it is. There is not the slightest desire for it to be
otherwise. "In the absence of such a desire," Lao Tzu says, "the mysteries of existence and its
bottomless depths can be touched." And it is in the depths that Existence actually is. On the
surface is the mere fringe of existence, the outer lines. If supposing I touch you, I will go
back and say I touched you and invariably this is what we say. The fact is I have only
touched your outer form and not you. The outer form of your body is not vou. It is only a
boundary-line between you and the world. You are deep within the deepest within. All else is
an outside arrangement within which you can be. It is only your house, your mantle.

If we know others by their outward appearance, it is pardonable. We see our own selves



also only from the outside. We feel and touch our own selves also from the outside.

We can feel the whole existence only from the outside and Lao Tzu says, "It is because of
the passion-ridden mind." It is important to understand this well. Why can not a mind filled
with passion, go deep? There are three reasons: One is, -- A mind filled with passion cannot
stay in one place for more than a moment, therefore it cannot dig within. A passion-ridden
mind, is a fleeing mind, it cannot stop a moment anywhere. And to descend within one self,
you have to dig within. Now you cannot dig a well by running with a pick-axe in your hand!
At the most you will remove a few stones here and there and spoil the road by making
pot-holes all over but you will never dig a well. To dig a well you have to dig in one place
with all your strength and with all your patience and this, a mind that is always running
cannot do. This mind is always a step ahead of you. As the shadow walks behind you, the
mind flits before you. It works up visions of distant lands as yet ahead of you. So a passion --
ridden mind does not stop anywhere and without stopping, no depths can be reached.

Secondly, a passion-ridden mind is never in 'the Present' -- never. And life is always in
'the Present'. A mind steeped in desires remains always in the future. If Existence is to be felt,
it must be felt in this very moment, but the desiring mind says "Everything is hidden in the
moments ahead. Where I shall reach tomorrow, there is nothing but bliss and untold
treasures! Today? -- There is nothing in the present day!" The passionate mind is always
dejected about the present and eager about the future. The secret of Life lies in the Present. In
fact in Existence, there is only the Present -- there is neither past nor future. Existence is
always Present. Existence always is.

Past and future are the simulations of a desiring mind. The mind stores the past carefully,
for the journey into the future, depends entirely on the past. Therefore, what we call the
future is a repetition of our past only. It is a reflection, a projection of the past only. Whatever
has been attained in the past, we try to attain again and again in the future, with a slight
modification. So we safeguard our past in order to create our future. But the past is a mere
recollection, not existence and the future is a mere conception and not existence. The future is
a dream that is still to happen and the past is a dream that has already happened. But That,
which forever is, is neither the past nor the future; it is the present.

It would not, however, be correct to call it strictly the Present, for that we refer to as
present, which is between the past and the future. Now if the past is false and the future is
false, there cannot be a reality in-between the two. There is no means for the existence of
Reality between two falsities. Therefore, it would be better to say that there is no present also
-- Only Existence, Eternity, Immortality, Is, where nothing is destroyed and nothing made
and where everything Is. It is a full state of Beingness, and he who enters into this
'‘Being-ness' this 'is-ness' he alone can touch the fathomless depths of Existence.

The desiring mind will keep running along the circumference. It will take delight in the
past and project dreams for the future. It will have its roots in the past and spread its branches
in the future in the hope for the flowers that will never come. And Existence? Existence that
is Now is flowing away every minute. It is now, here, this very moment!

Now the third reason:

Life is the closest proximity. Perhaps this too is not strictly correct, for we ourselves are
existence. Therefore if it were in the closest proximity, it would still be at a distance from us.
We are Existence itself. A desiring mind is a search for the far-away; whereas Existence is
closer than the closest proximity. A desiring mind is farther away than the farthest and these
two never meet. Kipling says in one of his poems: "Oh East is East and West is West and
never the twain shall meet." Perhaps it is possible for East and West to meet but mind and



Existence can never meet. Therefore, he who is filled with the mind is devoid of Existence
and he whose mind is empty, is filled with Existence.

Now we are filled with the mind, so it is a difficult question for us, whether we have any
knowledge of existence or not. No, we have no knowledge of existence whatsoever. We have
taken our mind for our existence and this is as good as someone taking pebbles to be
diamonds. It is just as if someone would take the fallen dry leaves of a tree to be flowers and
never raise his eyes to see the actual ones above; and he would gather these dry leaves that
are useless and treasure them! The mind is the collection of ashes of the past. As a traveller's
clothes get filled with dust, so also the dust that collects as we pass through existence, forms
the mind. And it is with this collection of piles of dust, that we think about the future.

Lao Tzu wants to cut out the very roots of the mind. Therefore Lao Tzu says: "Freedom
from desires," for where desires are not, the mind cannot exist. Desire is the root. If you ask
Buddha, he will say: "Avarice". Where ambition is not where avarice is not, there everything
is. It is an apt word -- Avarice and Lao Tzu refers to it as desiring, passion. Mahavira calls it
'Distraction, error'. Different words have been used by different people but the roots that have
to be destroyed, are the same.

He who desires -- anything -- cannot step out of the mind. He who desires nothing stands
outside of the mind -- this very moment! He has not to wait for another day. This very
moment, if you summon enough courage to desire nothing this very moment you will stand
outside the blind state of countless lives you have lived. This very moment! But beware of
beguilement! Deception is not possible for the only reason that it is almost impossible to step
out of the mind. Beguilement is possible because you do not know and understand the secrets
of the mind. You will bear me and say to yourself "If it is possible, why not step out this very
moment? I must step out this minute." Then you create the desire of step out of the mind, in
order to be tranquil, to attain bliss, to attain the secrets of Existence. If you give this also a
form of desire, you will go astray again.

There was a Sufi fakir by the name of Byajid. When he first went to his guru, he was in
the habit of sleeping a great deal. When the guru taught, he would be fast asleep. If he was
sent to guard the gate. Byajid would fall asleep there also. The guru explained to him: "Look
Byajid, you will lose everything by sleeping." Byajid replied, "It is not that I am asleep all the
time. I sleep sometime and I am awake sometime." But the guru said: "You do not know.
Many a time it happens, that a person keeps awake all the time and then if his eyes close just
for a moment, everything is lost."

Then one night Byajid dreams that he is dead and is standing at the gates of paradise. The
door is closed and it bears small placard which says: "He who wishes to enter, may wait here.
The door opens once every thousand years and for one moment only. Be alert and wait."
Byajid was perturbed. The door opened just for a moment, once in a thousand years -- and
sleep was bound to overpower him! He gathered himself together and with great effort he
managed to keep his eyes open. But in spite of this, he dozed off. When he awoke he saw the
gates just closing. He ran but the door had closed already! He waited another thousand years.
Then one day as he dozed, he heard that the door had opened. But the mind said: "You are
dreaming. The gates do not open just like that! The thousand years are yet not over." Byajid
however got out of his sleep, frightened and confused. He saw the gates were closed. Then he
awoke and found it was all a dream.

Byajid ran straight to his guru. though it was mid-night. He fell at his feet and said: "Now
I shall not even blink!" "What happened?" Asked the guru. He told him about his dream. The
guru said, "Did you not read the notice on the other side of the door?" "No" said Byajid "Both



the times the doors were almost closed when I awoke."

His guru said, "When the dream comes again make it a point to read what is written on
the other side. It says, "This door open only when you are asleep." The door opens when we
are unconscious. What could such a term of condition mean? The truth is, (which Byajid's
guru did not tell him), as we go deep within, we find that when the doors open, we become
unconscious, and this is due to the mind. So it is not that the doors open when we are
unconscious; rather, when the doors open, we become unconscious. The reason for this is,
that once we see the doors open, there is no way to keep the mind alive. So the mind invents
a thousand ways to save itself.

It was only the day before yesterday that a youth came to me. He had come to me before.
Then he was tormented by the restlessness of the mind, its uneasiness, its confusion. This
time his anxiety was different. He said, "My mind is becoming peaceful with meditation. It is
now less uneasy but a new fear has caught hold of me. Now I am not sure whether I should
go further in. I may lose all interest in the pleasures of life, I may lose all sense of
competition and ambition. Then how will I progress in life?" What he says is correct. The
mind brings up such questions. The mind invents a thousand deceptions whenever the door
opens.

I have tried to go closer to so many people. Whenever their meditation deepens, the mind
at once devises excuses and quickly comes out of meditation. It brings within you the fear of
upsetting your normal arrangements and warns you against medita-tion.

One person has written to me that he is going deeper into meditation but is afraid of going
deeper still for he fears he might die! He wants me to take the responsibility in such a case. I
asked him whether death was not going to come to him without meditation. I told him that if
he is certain that death will not come to him if he does not meditate, then I take the
responsibility. But since death is bound to come even without meditation, whey does he
throw the responsibility on me? Some others write and express their fears -- "Is it possible
that we might lose our sanity in meditation?"

The mind quickly invents excuses. As soon as you reach the door, the mind warns: "This
much and no more. Go back!" I used to explain to people that merely changing one's clothes
and changing one's name or taking sannyas brings no change in a person. Then they would
come and beg for some external support to help them to go within -- "If you do not give us
some aid -- a mala, an image, clothes, a temple or some exercise like fasting. how can we go
in? Give us something to go by."

So I agreed to give outside support. Now these very people come and say: "What can
happen by changing clothes? What change will the mala bring about? How will pooja,
prayers and Kirtan help? These are all external things. At times I am distressed at the way
man's mind works. The same man gives both opposing views and still it does not occur to
him that it is his mind saying both the things! When he is asked to go within. his mind says:
"How can you go within without any tangible help?" When he is given an outside aid, his
mind says: "How can an outside agency help? You have to go within." And the most
wonderful part is, that our foolishness is so sound that we fail to understand the trickery of
our mind. Every time we make an effort to awaken, the mind promptly devises ways of
putting us back to sleep and these excuses are at times so paltry. so trivial.

A friend came to me today and said: "You always say one should not give pain to others.
If I put on the clothes of a sannyasin, my wife will be pained." So I asked him: "When did
you hear me?" He said, "Ten years ago." Have you given no cause for complaint to your wife
in these ten years? If so, I consider you a sannyasin already. There is no need for you to



change your clothes." He said: "I cannot say, I gave no cause for complaint to my wife." In
that case, I said, "You never came, and asked me for other pains you inflicted on your wife.
You merrily went about causing her pain and now you have become so considerate of your
wife's feelings when it comes to changing your clothes?" Man's foolishness is incomparable!
For everything else, this man is ready to do as he pleases without a twinge of conscience but
when it comes to taking sannyas -- oh, he is so considerate of those around him!

What is most confounding is, that we never step aside and watch our mind, how it tricks
us into sleep. It brings forth such excuses as seem very correct. But this wife is just an
excuse. The mind is the real thing and it is the mind that prompts. when eyeing the
neighbour's wife, the mind puts forth no pious suggestions! Then it said on the contrary:
"What wife, what love? These are all make-shift arrangements. Who really is your own in
this world?" Then the wife is shelved in a corner, out of sight!

But as soon as any step is taken to go beyond the mind. the mind quickly comes forward
with a hundred plausible suggestions to put us back to sleep. The door of paradise does open
but the mind quickly puts us off with a thousand excuses.

Lao Tzu says: "Desire is the mind. There is no way of entering the depths of existence
without becoming desireless."

QUESTION: BHAGWAN SRI, PLEASE EXPLAIN WHETHER THESE
STATEMENTS OF LAO TZU ARE NOT MEANT FOR A DEFEATED EXISTENCE.
FOR AN ANGUISHED PERSON? IS THERE NOT A NEGATIVE ATTITUDE, A SORT
OF DEFEATISM AT THE ROOT OF THESE TEACHINGS? WOULD NOT THESE
ETHICS, OF ACCEPTANCE OF THINGS, AS THEY ARE, GIVE LICENCE TO THE
GOVERNMENT TO EXPLOIT THE PEOPLE? AND FINALLY, CAN THIS NOT BE
CALLED A PURE THEORETICAL IDEALISM? THESE TEACHINGS ARE NOT AT
ALL PRACTICAL. THERE ARE NO MEANS OF ATTAINING FREEDOM FROM
DESIRES OR OF AWAKENING IN THEM.

Bhagwan Sri: Lao Tzu does not believe in remedies for he says, "Only desires require
remedy". No remedy is required for desirelessness. Remedy means a device followed to
reach somewhere. A path means an arrangement to connect with a destina-tion -- a bridge or
some means of connection.

Lao Tzu says "It is only desires which require a device, a path, effort, struggle." For
desireless-ness, understanding is enough. No device, no method is necessary -- according to
Lao Tzu. He who understands Lao Tzu's teachings in their entirety needs no methods or
principles to go by. All concepts are toys given to the non-understanding; an arrangement to
help them to let-go step by step as they are incapable of doing so all at once.

Lao Tzu says: "Understanding alone!" If you become conscious of the labyrinth of the
mind, you will step out of it this moment. No other method is necessary. If I know that this
cup contains poison, it will automatically drop from my hands. I shall have to make no effort
to let it go. If I under-stand well that fire burns, my hand will not go towards it, without any
effort on my part.

Remedies and methods are required where there is no understanding. Where there is
understanding, they become redundant. Therefore there are two ways: One of method -- of
ignorance. The ignorant man says, "l have no knowledge. Show me some technique, some
method by-which I can develop my understanding." Ignorance, lack of understanding,



demands methods. It cannot exist without them. Comprehension requires no such thing. You
understand -- and there the matter ends. It is enough that you understand. There is a reason
for this.

People like Lao Tzu think that actually, we are not bound; we only are under an illusion
of being bound. We are not ill -- we are simply ignorant. There are two things: One man is ill,
he is really ill. An actual illness has caught hold of him. Then he requires medicines,
treatment is necessary. But there is another man who is not at all ill but who imagines himself
to be ill. Treating such a person with medicines will not prove only costly but also dangerous.
There is the possibility of the medicine triggering off new illnesses. This man only needs to
understand that he is not ill, he is only suffering from an illusion. If such a man has to be
treated, he can be given only sugar pills and water as medicines to console him that he is
being treated. Lao Tzu's opinion is -- and it is the right opinion -- that life's difficulty is
ignorance. Life itself is not difficult to understand.

We are not really estranged from God -- we only think so. We have not really gone away
from life, we only think so. We have not lost the treasures of life, we have only forgotten
them. If this is so, then Lao Tzu says, "Where is the need for devices?" There is no question
for remedy. Understanding is enough. Understanding is the remedy.

Buddha has said: "For those who do not understand, I have devised methods. For those
who understand, I have given them understanding. There the matter ends." This is almost like
the case of hundreds of people who visit the psychologists. They have no illness but suffer
from the illusion that they are ill; and this makes them more ill than those who are genuinely
ill. So they have to be treated. And what is the treatment. What do Freud and Jung do?
Nothing, except they help the patient to recount his illness and in the course of this talk, if the
patient develops understanding, he manages to step out of his illness; if not he remains within
his hallucinations.

The problem of life is not a veritable problem of illness. It is a problem of a
pseudo-illness. Therefore, Lao Tzu does not talk of remedies. He says, "Be without help --
without resources -- that is the only remedy. Know, understand and be settled -- this is the
only way."

Lao Tzu's instructions are not for the defeated or the despondent. This is interesting and
needs to be understood for this question does arise in the mind. People like Lao Tzu sound as
if they are escapists. They say: "Desire nothing". If we do not desire, how will we Progress?
But how many have progressed by their ambition -- can we count them?

Someone asked Aldous Huxley -- whose three generations had worked for the progress of
mankind -- to give a detailed account of whether man had profited by the efforts of his
forefathers; whether man was happier, more at peace, more blissful than what he was 5,000
years ago. Huxley said, "If you had asked of my great grandfather, he would have boldly
said, 'Yes'. If you had asked my father, he would have hesitated. But I -- I can give no reply!"
No: Man is neither happy, nor peaceful nor blissful. There has been a lot of progress
otherwise."

From Lao Tzu's talks, it seems all progress will stop; but is man required for progress or
progress required for man? If man is required for progress than it is alright that he be
sacrificed at the altar of progress. If man dies, let him die but the slow moving 10 miles/hour
vehicle must be replaced with the a 100m/ hour vehicle. It does not matter if man lives or
dies. The stars and the moon are to be conquered, no matter if the travellers live or die. If
progress is the goal then Lao Tzu is wrong. But if man is the goal, his bliss, his savour is the
aim, then what Lao Tzu says is 100% correct. The fact is, no matter how much distance is



covered-by ambition, we reach nowhere.

Remember, by running it does not mean that you have reached. By running alone one
does not reach but the logic of the mind says, if you do not run, you do not reach! Lao Tzu
says, "The supreme wealth of Existence can only be experienced and known by he who halts
and not by he who runs." It is not Lao Tzu alone who says this. Buddha, Mahavira, Patanjali
are of the same opinion. All those who have known have said the same thing. If that is so, all
enlightened people are escapists and all ignorant people are progressive.

It is also very interesting that all these ignorant people, who are seemingly progressive,
ultimately seek shelter at the feet of some Lao Tzu, begging for peace; whereas, Lao Tzu
never goes begging at the fed of the ignorant, for progress. The progressive has always ended
up at the feet of the escapist but the escapist has never approached a progressive in search of
happiness. This is true without exceptions. Lao Tzu has eyes to see, so has Buddha; they can
see how far the progressive has reached, whereas they have lagged behind. And yet, it is the
progressive man who seeks refuge at the feet of Buddha or Lao Tzu, and begs to be shown
the way to peace and happiness.

No, this is not escapism. It is a matter of condition. Words are not dangerous, their
connotations make them so. If my house catches fire and I run out, you can say I am an
escapist. In verbal terms, this is correct -- I am forsaking the house for it has caught fire. But
it is not wise to stay within a house that has caught fire. If it is sensible to stay within a house
on fire then it is an act of bravery to stand before a truck in full speed. He who steps aside at
the honk of a speeding truck, is an escapist, for in the hour of trial he is losing courage! If we
understand well the conditions of life, we will know that Lao Tzu is not runn-ing away from
life. He only steps aside from the follies of life, he is only stepping aside from the fire, the
disease. He goes deep within life. We who think that we are going ahead in life are
progressing in sheer ignorance alone and are being cheated out of life.

What is the ultimate test? We should compare our face with Lao Tzu's. Lao Tzu is not
worried even at the time of death and we are filled with anxiety even when we are alive! Lao
Tzu is happy to embrace death and we cannot even embrace life. Lao Tzu laughs in illness,
we cry even when we are well. What is the proof? If Lao Tzu is offered thorns, he is filled
with gratitude; if someone places a flower in our hands, we do not even feel grateful. No;
What is the way through which we can know? What is the measure? Lao Tzu is not an
escapist.

And if Lao Tzu is an escapist, everyone should be an escapist. Then escapism should be
our religion for Lao Tzu escapes from the futile and enters the purposeful-ness and meaning
of life.

It seems as if there is defeatism and despondency in his words. Is he afraid of life? Has he
no strength to fight? Perhaps he is weak and therefore he steps aside. But there is no sign of
weakness in Lao Tzu. The strength that effuses from people like Lao Tzu, Christ and Buddha
is unsurpassable.

Those whom we call progressive gradually begin to show signs of nervousness. Their
limbs begin to tremble and they are filled with a thousand fears. The psychologists of
America of today say that there are hardly 10% people in America whom they can really call
healthy in mind, 90% are mentally ill. If we examine these 10% people, we will find people
who are from villages, those who are illiterate, those who live in jungles and are labourers --
all people from the lowest strata of society. As we go to the higher classes, we find the
number of sick people increasing proportionately with the amount of progress. What is the
reason?



No progressive man can sleep as soundly as Lao Tzu nor can he eat with such joy and
relish -- nor can he digest his food so efficaciously. He does not enjoy Lao Tzu's health, nor
his fearlessness. He cannot enjoy the silence that is within Lao Tzu nor the ever-flowing
stream of bliss within him, which gives no indication of defeat or despondency.

He is not a defeated man -- this Lao Tzu. On the contrary he says: "No one has ever
defeated me." And when someone asks the reason why, he says: "Because 1 have never
wished to conquer anyone. I can only be defeated if I am out to conquer somebody. I wish to
conquer no one." We might think Lao Tzu is afraid to fight but Lao Tzu says: "I do not wish
to fight for there is nothing worth fighting for in your world. The paltry, things you set out to
conquer are too ordinary for my consideration. Then why create this fuss of conquering
trivial things? If you set out to conquer you will be defeated and even if you win, you gain
nothing. If you lose you are burdened with restlessness and distress. So I did not set out to
conquer; not that I was afraid of defeat but because there was nothing worth conquering."

The question that rises within our mind is but natural. We feel this can only be the
view-point of a pessimist but then a pessimist is a sad and unhappy person whereas Lao Tzu
is not an unhappy man. We, the so-called optimists appear unhappy. When the scriptures of
Buddha were translated for the first time in the West, they branded him as a pessimist par
excellence! For they say he says, "birth is pain, old age is affliction, life is sorrow, death is
pain -- everything is pain". But they did not take the trouble of gazing at his face. He is a
pessimist, you are an optimist, so there should be signs of happiness on your face. But there
is no sign of happiness evident on your face! This man who says "Birth is pain, life is agony,
everything gives pain", his bliss knows no bounds!

Then there is certainly some place where we have erred. Buddha says, "Life is sorrow. He
who realises this, attains bliss. He who thinks life to be blissful, attains nothing but misery."
This calculation of Buddha is very profound. Buddha and Lao Tzu both say: "He who takes
life to be happiness, ends up in sorrow, for life is sorrow." If I look upon a thorn as a flower,
the thorn is bound to prick me and cause pain, for it is a thorn a nd not a flower; but if I know
a thorn to be a thorn, it cannot hurt me. It can only hurt me if I take it to be a flower. Buddha
says: "Life is sorrow -- know this. Then no one can snatch your joy away from you." But if
you take life as happiness, you will fall into unhappiness for you will have started a chain of
illusions.

Lao Tzu is not a pessimist. He is an extreme optimist. He is at the pinnacle of supreme
bliss.

There was a famous disciple of Lao Tzu by the name of Chwang-Tse. He was called by
the emperor of China to come and be his prime-minister. Chuang-Tse sent back a message to
him: "There is no happiness beyond the joy I am in. By making me your prime-minister you
will be dragging me down from my heights; for there is no joy beyond this. Now to go
forward in any direction, is to go back. To move an inch from where I am, is to lose. There is
no greater bliss than that I am in."

You might think this man is mad to lose such a golden opportunity. When the emperor
himself calls him to be his prime-minister, he should have grabbed the opportunity. But
Chwang-Tse's understanding tells him that if he moved the slightest bit from the supreme
bliss he was in, he would fall for there is nothing further beyond it.

When Lao Tzu or Chuang-Tse or anyone else talks of Tathata (That which Is), when they
talk of acceptability, it is not out of frustration or distress. It is not also because it is a good
thing to be contented in life. The attitude of acceptance comes about for two reasons: One is,
a man accepts because there is no way out. Then at least there is consolation. But Lao Tzu's



acceptability, is not this explanation of Tathata (That which Is).

Lao Tzu says, "The man who says there is satisfaction in acceptance is as yet refusing to
accept, for if there is no denial then where is the dissatisfaction?" I say there is a thorn in my
foot. If I am to accept this, at least there will be the satisfaction of acceptance of the fact. It
pains, let me accept -- but there is denial behind this acceptance. In truth, my acceptance is a
form of non-acceptance. I am in pain, [ am in agony but when there is no way out, I close my
eyes and accept the fact. Then I console myself that perhaps this too, is a divine mystery; the
curse may be a blessing. The glistening flash of lightning lies hidden behind black clouds and
the flower hides within the thorns, so happiness hides behind sorrow. But my search is the
search of happiness for the bright streak of light; I do not accept the black clouds. And when
the night is at its darkest, morn is close by -- but my eyes search only for the dawn! By
keeping the desire of dawn, I try to lessen the darkness of the night. I am trying to be
contented.

But Lao Tzu does not talk of this Tathata. He says, "Acceptability not for the sake of
contentment, rather because non-acceptability is foolishness." Non-acceptance does nothing
but drag a man into hell. Lao Tzu stresses more the need to under-stand non-acceptability
rather than acceptability. The day I understand clearly that I create my own hell by
non-acceptance, that very day non-acceptance will vanish. What then remains will be
acceptability. Understand this reasoning.

There is one acceptability which we impose against non-acceptance. There is another
acceptability that results on the disappearance of non-acceptability. There is a difference
between the two. When there is denial within and we impose acceptance without, a conflict is
created. There is denial within and acceptance without: My friend dies. I say to myself, "That
is how it is. I shall have to accept the fact. There is no other way." Then I keep telling myself
that everyone has to go one day or the other. Death comes to everyone. Who has lived forever
in this world? I try to console myself this way but the pain throbs within. The friend is gone,
the emptiness troubles. The mind wails within: "This should not have happened. It is bad. it is
bad!" From without I console the mind: "Death happens. It has always been happening. We
cannot escape it." These two things go on simultaneously. I try to dress the wound from
with-out but it remains bleeding within.

Lao Tzu does not advocate such acceptance, or Tathata. He says, "I am not pained at the
death of my friend. I only wonder how he remained alive all this time!" Life is an impossible
happening. Death is a natural happening. Death is no wonder whereas Life is a wonder.

Lao Tzu says: "How do we manage to remain alive so long?"

I have mentioned Chuang-Tse to you. His wife died. The emperor went to condole him.
He found him playing a tambourine on his door-step. His legs out-stretched, he was singing a
song. In the morning he bade farewell to his wife and at noon he sits playing the tambourine!
The emperor hesitated. He had come prepared with condolences as we usually are when
someone dies. We are such experts at this game that we even have the dialogue by heart! We
know exactly what is to be said and what would be the answer. So the king was prepared for
his part but he found that things were quite the opposite here. The old dialogue would not
hold water here. Chuang-Tse was singing and he was filled with joy.

The king however could not with-hold himself. He said: "Chuang-Tse, it is enough that
you show no grief but for God's sake do not play- the tambourine!"

And do you know what Chuang-Tse said in reply? He said: "Either I should grieve or
play the tambourine. There is nothing in between. And why should I be sad? I thank God who
gave her life for so many days -- wonder of wonders! How well she served me and so long --



ah wonder! And the love she showered on me -- oh most beautiful wonder! And if I do not
bid farewell to her with music in these parting moments, it would be an improper act on my
part! I am giving her a send-off. Now she goes further and further away from this world and
the sound of my tambourine must be fading away softly. I have bidden her a joyful farewell."

We are such, we are not happy even when staying together and we call ourselves
optimists! And here is Chuang-Tse bidding farewell to his wife with joy and we call him a
pessimist! Then our optimism and pessimism is very strange. We are pessimists, for we are
filled with pain and sorrow all the twenty-four hours. Chuang-Tse is one from among the
extreme Optimists.

Lao Tzu does not ask us to accept out of helplessness. No, he says accept with all your
strength all your power, all your might. It requires great strength and valour to accept life as
such. Someone throws a stone at Mahavira. Mahavira stands still. To us it would occur:
"What a coward! He should return a stone for a stone!" But Mahavira just stands -- not out of
cowardice but because of a great strength -- a supreme power. He possesses such gigantic
energy that stones do not hurt him. They start no reaction within him. And he who throws the
stone is childish. Mahavira is filled with compassion for him and pities him for his vain
labour.

We can do only one of the two things: Either we return a stone for a stone or we run
away. We know no third alternative. But Mahavira knows. He neither runs away nor does he
throw back a stone. He does not take the stone in at all! The stone causes no intervention
within him at all. And the stone causes him no harm. On the contrary it proves useful for it
helps him to be more firmly established in his supreme peace and bliss. He is not swayed an
inch here or there.

All religions are born through great prowess and valour and all religions are born out of
fearlessness, not fear. And all religions are consecrated in bliss, never in pain. The maxim of
pain is the demand for happiness and to be consecrated in bliss is to accept pain.

QUESTION: ARE NOT LAO TZU'S INSTRUCTIONS ON LIFE BASED ON
PESSIMISM AND ESCAPISM?
WHAT IS MEANT BY UNDERSTANDING?

Bhagwan Sri: Whatever happens in life can happen in two ways: One with understanding
and the other without under-standing. An example will make things easy:

You abuse me and I am filled with anger. Does your abuse at once give birth to anger
within me or is there a happening of understanding between the two? When you abuse me do
I try to see within myself how the anger is born by your abuse? Do I go within and see
whether anger should arise or should not arise? Do I see within what anger is? I see nothing
of this. All I know is, you abused and I got angry; there is no gap in between. On one hand is
the abuse, on the other, anger. You pressed a button and I flared up -- then I behave like a
machine! This behaviour is the behaviour born out of ignorance.

You abuse me and I see what is rising within me and why. Where does the abuse touch
me, what wound it disturbs within me, where does it hurt me and why? What is there in the
abuse that fills me with rage, what is there in the abuse that fills me with poison? All this I
examine within myself and then I see this poison rising within me, this anger ascending from
within, this fire ravaging within me -- I see it and I understand it. Then what I do will be out
of understanding. It is interesting to note that one can only be angry in ignorance and never



knowingly. Therefore, if when you abuse, I worry more about my understanding of the
reaction within me, anger becomes impossible. You abuse me and I do not watch myself
within, then only is anger possible.

This is why, people like Lao Tzu say that there is no need to take measures to remove
anger. No mantras or charms, no oaths or vows are necessary. Understand anger and anger
becomes impossible.

A Western friend is practising meditation. He is here with us. His trouble is anger. He is
so filled with anger that it overflows at the slightest excuse. I advised him to vent his anger
on a pillow. He was surprised! "That is madness!" He exclaimed. "On a pillow?" I told him,
"You start and see, it is not so bad. If you could vent your anger on a human being and not
see the foolishness of it. It is not more foolish to take it out on a pillow I assure you." He tried
the first day and came and gave me a complete report. He felt a little awkward in the
beginning. After five or seven minutes when the momentum built up, he started hitting the
pillow hard as if it were alive. Not only did the pillow become alive but it assumed the form
of the person he hated most. He remembered this foe and all that had happened ten years ago.
He had wished to beat him up but could not. He says he felt to laugh, he felt very uneasy too
but he enjoyed it also!

Since the last three days he is beating up his pillow. Today he has given the final report
and it is very astonishing.

The full report is like this: The very first day all the faces of people he had wanted to hit
and could not, began to come up. The next day all faces disappeared. There was no one
before him, there was plain anger alone. He saw the anger coming out from within him and
there was no one to receive it at the other end -- pure anger. Then it occurred to him that all
this was already within him, he only needed excuses to throw out the poison within him.
Then an understanding arose. He saw anger in a new form. Now the responsibility of anger,
shifted from the other person. Now he knew that there was a fire within him that needed to
come out. Now the responsibility shifted on him -- it no longer was objective, it became
subjective. It was no longer that the other abused and the anger arose. Now he understood
that he was wanting to be angry and was looking out for excuses. If no one had abused him,
he would have found some other excuse. He would have even gone to the extent of inciting
someone to abuse him! And the simple reason for all this was, that there was something
within him that was pressing for release. It was necessary to be rid of it.

The next day in the course of these beatings that he carried out 3-4 times a day, it became
absolutely clear to him that the anger was not because of another but was within him. Today
was his third day. He told me: "I am shocked at myself". As soon as the realisation came that
the anger is not on someone, that the anger is already within myself, something departed from
within -- everything was peaceful. Now I have become absolutely weak and incompetent to
be angry. If you abuse me now, I shall be unable to express anger. At least I find myself
incapable of doing so at this moment. Some load has come off me and I feel empty within."

Understanding means: Whatever happens within you is with your full consciousness and
in your full awareness -- Whatever happens. Then many things will stop happening by
themselves. What stops happening, is sin; and what keeps happening even in your full
consciousness is virtue. Understanding is the test. Whatever can go on with understanding is
virtue. What does not go along with understanding, is sin. What can be activated in ignorance
alone, is sin and that which cannot be activated in ignorance, is virtue. So understanding
means only this: that whatever happens within me, happens with my full knowledge and
nothing slips from my consciousness.



Whatever happens to you, happens outside your consciousness. You do not know when
you are filled with anger or filled with love, when you are happy, when you are sad --
everything happens in your unconsciousness. Suddenly you find yourself happy, suddenly
sad. You feel a terrible melancholia and you look for the cause outside of you. You do not
realise it is coming from within you. You begin to blame your son or daughter, your wife or
husband or your business. You set out to find and you end up by making a scapegoat of
someone or the other.

These are simply excuses-pegs. You think you would not do all this if you are by
yourself. You will! If you are locked up in a room all alone, you will do all that you do to
another person. You think you talk only when a friend meets you. If you are left to yourself,
you will begin talking to an illusory friend. You think yoU are angered because someone
irritated you. Put yourself in a room and in 15 days' time you will find you have become
angry hundreds of times. You then vent your anger on your shirt or on the bath-room tap!
You will find a thousand ways.

If what happens within you, happens with your full consciousness it becomes a different
thing altogether. No happening of my inner existence should happen in my unconsciousness
-- this is understanding. What is interesting to note is, that once understanding is born within
us, all that is wrong stops happening on its own. Without understanding, even with your best
efforts, you will not be able to do the right thing. This is why the whole stress of Lao Tzu is
on understanding, knowledge and wisdom.

The rest tomorrow.
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CHAPTER 1: SUTRA 4

UNDER THESE TWO ASPECTS, IT IS REALLY THE SAME; BUT AS DEVELOPMENT TAKES
PLACE, IT RECEIVES THE DIFFERENT NAMES. TOGETHER WE CALL THEM THE MYSTERY.
WHERE THE MYSTERY IS THE DEEPEST, IS THE GATE OF ALL THAT IS SUBTLE AND
WONDERFUL.

The One alone resides within the two.
Wherever the intellect sees duality, the Existence is yet one alone.
We might say that the intellect has the habit of breaking into two whatever it sees. As



soon as the mind alights upon something, it cannot help breaking it into two. There are
reasons for this. The mind rejects the irrational. The mind cannot contain the opposite, it
leaves aside the contradiction.

The mind looks at life but it is impossible for it to see death in life. Death seems just the
opposite of life. It has no relationship with life's reasoning. It looks as if death is the end of
life, the enemy of life. It looks as if death is outside of life, an assault on life. It is really not
so. Death is not a happening outside of life. It happens within life. It is a part of life. Death is
the completion of life.

Life and death are like the in-going breath and the outgoing breath. The same breath that
goes in, comes out. The breath that goes in at birth, comes out at death. Life and death are
one in Existence. But when the mind begins to think, it can accept the apposite but not the
inapposite. From the rational point of view, life and death become two separate happenings.

But Existence accepts the irrational also. It accepts the opposite, the contradictory also;
Existence finds no difficulty in growing the flower and the thorn on the same branch. It finds
no difficulty in working light and darkness together. The fact is, darkness is a dim form of
light and light is the less dense state of darkness.

If we remove light from the earth, the intellect says, only darkness will remain. But the
fact is. if light is removed, there will be no darkness also. To explain more simply: If we
remove heat altogether from the world, the intellect will say, only cold will remain. The fact
is, what we know as cold is a part of heat. Therefore, if heat disappears, cold will also
simultaneously disappear. If we banish death completely, life also will end. Existence is
together with the opposites.

The mind throws out the opposite. The intellect is a very small thing. Existence is very
vast. It is beyond the mind to understand that the opposites are one and the same; that life and
death are the same, that love and hate, darkness and light, hell and heaven are one and the
same. The intellect cannot visualize happiness and sorrow as two names of the same thing.
How can it understand for it says, happiness is quite different from sorrow and pain. We have
to strive for happiness and save ourselves from pain. We have to shut out pain and invite joy.

But Existence says, "He who calls happiness, invites unhappiness also and he who tries to
escape unhappiness, has perforce to forego happiness also." The opposites are one in
Existence.

And Lao Tzu says: "UNDER THESE TWO ASPECTS, IT IS REALLY THE SAME."

That which is within the named and that which is within the unnamed, are one and the
same.

Lao Tzu in the beginning vehemently affirms that the Path that can be trodden is not the
Path and the Name that can be named is not the Name. And now Lao Tzu says: "That which
is within the named and that which is within the unnamed are one and the same" -- they are in
actuality, the same. It is again the duality of our own intellect that says that this is the world
of objects and that is the world of Existence; that this is the world of names and that is the
world of the un-named; that this is the world of forms and that is the world of the formless;
that this is the world of the individual and that is the world of the non-individual. Lao Tzu
says, "No, they both contain the One in actuality." The Un-named also resides within the one
we name and the one we call un-named, we have given a name already! What difference does
it make if we call it Un-named?

We have named it Un-named!

This will be rather difficult to understand as Lao Tzu has said most expressly in the

beginning that these to are absolutely apart. "Give no name," he has said, "for as soon as you



name it, it becomes a falsity. Do not express. it, for the very expression deforms it. Walk not
on it, for it is a changeless path. THE PATH CANNOT BE TRODDEN" -- and now, soon
after, he says. "It is the one and the same that resides in both. It is One alone."

It is hard to follow Lao Tzu's logic, for this statement is even more profound than the
previous ones. The same is in name, the same is in form. When I look out of my window, I
see the skies in a particular form but this very limited form of the skies become boundless as
soon as I step out in the open. Then will I say the sky I saw from the window was different?
The difference is definitely there. When I saw through the window, it was bounded within the
frame-work of the window. Now when I see in the open, there is no frame-work, no lines to
bind it. Appa-rently the difference is definitely there; but deep within, where is the
difference?

What was seen from the window was the formless and no other. The error lay not with
the sky but with the window. And how can a window give shape to the skies? If a small thing
like a window can give shape to the vast skies, it would be mightier than the skies. So, that
which the mind has known by giving a name is the same as that, which the wise have know
by going beyond the mind, as without a name: 'Name-less'!

Lao Tzu says, "You cannot reach there by travelling on this Path, you have to halt." He
who halts reaches, whereas one who journeys keeps plodding. There is no difference between
the two, no distance.

Lao Tzu has dealt a heavy blow to dualism with this short statement; a final blow, in
which he has tried to contain the opposites in one. It should be understood once for all, that
all dualities are the creation of the mind. Existence is unfamiliar with it. Existence has never
known dualities. The most opposite and conflicting things are united and joined in Existence.
Nay, they are one and the same. We have to use the terms, joined and united, for it is our
mind that is in the, habit of breaking and seeing things. It cannot see otherwise.

We see two sides in a coin and both these sides are together, joined. Can we separate the
two sides of a coin? Can we keep one side of the coin and throw away the other? Do what we
may, there will always be two sides to the coin. One side of the coin is the same coin and the
other side also is a part of the very same coin. Yet, when we look at a coin, we cannot see
both the sides at the same time. When we see one side, the other is hidden and vice versa.

Berkeley, the great philosopher of the West used to say: "When you step out of the room
the things in the room, disappear in the void. When you step back into the room, the things
appear again. And when there is no one in the room, there are no objects in the room." He
challenged any one to dispute his statement. No one did, for it is impossible. One has to be
within the room, in order to investigate and Berkeley says, "Things appear as long as the seer
is present and disappear when the seer is absent. Without the seer, the seen cannot be. If you
make a hole and peep in the room, the viewer becomes present and things appear."

What Berkeley is trying to say is that there is an intimate connection between the seer and
the seen. It is certainly not true that things are not the same, in the absence of the viewer, as
they are in his presence.

Now Physics admits the fact, that when you leave the room, the objects within it lose
colour. All things within a closed room become colourless. Then what does the painting in
your room look like? It is a painting no longer. The contention of Physics is, that colours are
formed in collaboration with the eyes. If I can see that the colour of your clothes is white, it is
not dependent on the colour of your clothes. It is my eyes that see them white. If there were
no eyes in the room, your clothes would have no colour. Colour is directly connected with the
eyes.



It is not necessary that things have the same shape as you see them because, form also is
connected with the eyes. If objects however, are still present in the room when we are out of
it they cannot be retaining the same shape as we see them and we cannot ever see them in the
form they assume in our absence.

Emanuel Kant, the German thinker, used to say: "Things cannot be known in
themselves." We can only know things as we can see them and in no other way. In fact,
whatever we know depends directly on our ability to know. It is not that there are only those
present who have gathered here today. There might be a spider somewhere in this room, a
lizard on the wall, a worm on the floor or a fly; and all these see this room from their own
angle of vision. It is possible that the spider experiences things we have never experienced or
the insect on the floor hears sounds we can never hear. It is also absolutely certain that all
these creatures are unfamiliar with what we see, hear and know.

The seer is invariably present in whatever we see. The intellect gives shape and pattern to
whatever it sees. The most deep-seated framework of the intellect is the pattern of duality.
The first thing it does, is to break things into two at the very outset and separate the
opposites.

Everything is formed by both the opposites. I may say, I am never angry, I can only be
forgiving but without anger there is no forgiveness. Or can there be? If you have not been
angry, how can you forgive? It is necessary to be angry first, in order to forgive. Forgiveness
comes in the wake of anger, it comes as the latter part of anger. Without anger forgiveness is
not possible. But we see these two apart from each other. We say, "So and so is a wrathful
man" or "So-and-so is very forgiving". We can never bring ourselves to say that anger in
itself, is forgiveness.

The intellect breaks all things on all levels of existence. And Lao Tzu says that the One is
hidden behind all these sections and fragments. No matter how many parts the intellect tries
to make, the One remains indivisible and whole -- always. No matter how many lines we
draw, it remains boundless. Whether we name it, or do not name it, it is still One. So the first
thing that Lao Tzu says is: "Within the entire duality and divinity, it is this One alone, that
resides."

Here we are sitting within this room. There are these four walls around us that have
separated the space within the room from the space without. Have you ever thought how you
can break space? No sword can break it and no wall, for the wall itself has to be within space.
The space is filled in every pore of the walls. The outside space and the inside space are
divisions created by us, and do not exist in reality. It helps us in our day to day existence. It
would be difficult to sleep in the open space outside but we sleep comfortably within the
space of our room. So the difference is there. It is raining in the space outside but we sit safe
within the space of our room without a care. All the same, it is we who have divided the
space into two.

We cannot divide space. It is one invisible whole. Within and without are our own
make-shift arrangements. The same that is within, is without and the same that is without is
within. These two words -- without and within -- are also creations of the duality of our mind
or else, there is nothing that is within and nothing that is without. One alone is and it is this
one only that we sometimes say is within and sometimes without.

The duality mentioned by Lao Tzu, Buddha, is very superficial. Within, at the very core,
in the profound depths of Existence, there is only One just as when a tree emerges from the
soil, it is only one, in the beginning. Then soon the branches begin to shoot out and these
keep multiplying. So Lao Tzu says "As Evolution proceeds, as there is further expansion, the



many are born and myriads of names come into being."

The Hindus had visualised life as a tree, some 5,000 years ago, and Liberation as a tree,
upside down. Samsara (the material life) is a tree that is born of one and becomes many. At
first there is one branch, then many appear; then each branch further gives rise to many other
branches and these in turn spread into a number of leaves. Liberation is just the opposite.
Here we journey from the many branches, to less and less branches till we ultimately reach
the trunk of the tree. Then from this one, we travel downwards to the seed form which
everything was born and from which everything was developed.

Lao Tzu says that as soon as unfoldment occurs, as soon as development begins and
things start appearing, they become many. The seed is always one, but the tree that comes out
of it develops and divides itself into so many branches and leaves. Then on these numerous
branches, countless seeds are formed -- all from a single seed. In exactly the same manner,
Existence is One and is without Name (Anam). Then many branches of names spring out of
it. Truth is One -- 'Wordless'. Then many leaves and branches of words spring out of it. Lao
Tzu says, "Yet That which is in One is the very same that which is in many." That which is in
the seed is also in the leaves. How can it be another? There is no way for it to be another.
There is no other.

In the second part of the statement it is said that as expansion and development proceeds,
people begin to call it by different names but it does not diversify in actuality. I have said,
"The tree is one in the seed and becomes many in the branches". This, however, is also so in
the eyes of the beholder who is looking at it from the outside. The tree feels its roots and
branches to be one and the same. Within there is the same flow, the stream of the same
essence.

Do you feel your toes, your head, your eyes or your fingers as different and apart from
each other? On closing the eyes, one sees the continuous flow of the same energy, in which
all forms fade. To one who sees you from without, your eyes and your fingers are different
and apart from each other. But within? If the finger is broken, the eyes are not damaged but
this too is from without only. Within, the broken finger causes the eyes to weaken and the
loss of the eye leaves the fingers helpless. Within there is the same stream of energy. that
flows everywhere. There is no the slightest difference.

If we ask the physiologist he will tell us the same. Many a rare thing the Physiologist says
and the latest research is re-establishing the very old secrets once more.

The modern Biologist says that our eyes and our feet are formed of the same kind of cells.
There is no difference in their composition at all. The only difference is that the older cells
have specialised in one particular function. The substance of the body is the same. It is only
that a particular part has specialised in seeing, another in hearing, yet another in the field of
touch. But these are only specialisations. The fundamental composition, the life-principle, is
one and the same. There is not the slightest difference. The delicate pupil of the eye is also a
part of the skin. It is the skin of the eye which has specialised in the sensitive art of seeing.
The scientists claim that the skin of any other part of the body if trained, can develop the
quality of seeing, tor both are made of the same elements.

When a child is conceived in the mother's womb, it has neither eyes, nor ears, nor nose
nor limbs. In the early stages of conception there is nothing save the cells. The initial cell
divides and re-divides. Therefore all these cells cannot be different in composition from the
initial cell. Then gradually some specialise and form the eyes, others form the ears, yet others
form the heart and so on.

It is the same cell that spreads and causes the differentiation evident in the body. The tree



is one but the branches seem different and apart. The life-stream is one, but each thing as it
unfolds, looks different and apart. The cell that is formed in the mother's womb is initially
closed. Then when it opens, it will break through, unfold itself and spread. As it spreads, its
needs increase and according to each need its various parts begin to function in various ways.
Then when they begin to perform various tasks, they shall have various names. This we can
understand better by an example:

The Hindus have always said that this world also has been formed from a single cell, just
like the human cell and that the life-principle is only one, Then as things develop and unfold,
they begin to diversify and fall apart from each other. Lao Tzu is saying the same thing. He
says: "People call it by different names." As I too, have been telling you: "Truth is One but
those who have known, have known it in different ways." The Secret is One but the sages
have called it by different names. It is only the names that can be different, but because of
them the delusion of separateness forms within our minds. Then the error is committed of
viewing things as distinct from each other. It is only when the delusion breaks that we can
conceive of the 'Indivisible', the Absolute.

Lao Tzu says, "The Conception of such an Indivisible is the Absolute itself." It is
recollected by different names, yet it is one and the same. It is this multitude of names that is
the secret -- the mystery. What is the mystery of this world?

Science does not accept mystery but Religion does. This is the only difference between
Science and Religion. Science believes that there is no secret in the Universe. The mystery
lessens with each discovery. In other words, lack of knowledge is the only mystery.
According to Science the meaning of mystery is ignorance. What we do not know, we
consider a mystery. The mystery ends as soon as we know. And what does Science do in
order to know?

If we understand correctly, we shall find that Science says just the opposite of what Lao
Tzu says. What does Science do? It goes about giving names to things. As soon as it is able to
name a thing, it considers it has known it fully. It gives a technical term to whatever it
discovers and feels it has known all about it. This is why Science is becoming more and more
specialised day by day.

There was an age when Science was one. Then it began to diversify. Then the various
branches of science began to diversify in greater details and these details in turn began to
diversify.

There was a time when all science came within the single fold of Philosophy. This is why
even today our universities confer the degrees of Ph. D. even on those who have nothing to
do with philosophy. Now a man carries out research in Chemistry. He is also given the
degree of Ph. D. This is a thousand-year old habit. A man is given the degree of Doctor of
Philosophy when he has not the remotest connection with philosophy!

But a thousand years ago, Chemistry was a part of Philosophy. Aristotle wrote a book,
two thousand years ago. Today, the heading of each chapter of his book, has become a
science in itself. The most interesting fact is, that the chapter on Physics, is followed by a
chapter on Religion. This is why the West looked upon Greek Religion as Meta-Physics.
Meta-Physics means the chapter following Physics. Even today, the old board on the Physics
Department of the Oxford University bears the caption: 'Department of Natural Philosophy'.
A thousand years ago, Physics was Natural Philosophy. Later on, the divisions followed.

Science is bound to be divided because the more we want to know, the more organised
methods we employ to know a thing, the narrower will be the field of our research. The more
we want to know about a thing in its entirety, the lesser the number of things we shall have to



choose. Therefore, the definition of science is, "To know more and more about less and less'.
When we reduce the number, things will begin to contract. Now Physics is also not one
whole subject -- it is divided into several parts. Similarly, Chemistry has several divisions
also, of which Organic Chemistry and Inorganic Chemistry are the two main divisions. And
these will again be broken more and more into lesser fragments. Science is thus now reaching
from the roots towards the leaves, thus going further and further away from the Mystery.

Lao Tzu says: "To be the One that is between the name and the nameless, is the mystery.
That is called the mystery." In fact, he who journeys towards the 'Indivisible', travels towards
the mystery and he who travels towards the 'Many', goes away from the mystery. Therefore,
Science is gradually revoking the mystery. It says, "There is no mystery. We shall know all
there is to know." Yet the mystery stands where it was.

The method of knowing employed by Science is such that it shall be deprived of the
knowledge of the Mystery. Therefore, as Science advanced, man's attitude towards the
mystery receded. The greatest damage done by Science to religion is the lessening of man's
disposition towards the mystery.

Now there seems to be no mystery. Everything is known. You look at a flower. Someone
says, "It is beautiful." You say, "Non-sense! Where is the beauty? It has such and such
colours, it is made of such and such elements." You can get it analysed and the Scientist will
tell you what all it consists of. Nowhere will you then find beauty in the flower. As soon as
we begin to know all the facts of a particular thing and give it names, the Indivisible that
resides within the thing, disappears. It gets lost and with it is lost all the mystery.

Lao Tzu says: "That which has been given countless names by us and which still is One,
that alone is the mystery. That which is One inspite of being the many, that alone we call the
Mystery. That which appears as several and which is yet One alone, that we call the mystery.
That which looks divided in duality but which yet, is undivided, that we call the Mystery."

Understand well the meaning of Mystery. Mystery means: "That which we know and yet
remains unknown'. In the language of Religion this meaning of mystery is: That which we
know also and yet we cannot know. That which we recognise and which yet remains
unrecognised. Let us try to understand this by an example.

You love a person and you have spent fifty years with him. Can you say that you know
him? You are very well acquainted with him. If in 50 years' time you are not familiar with
him, when will you be? You are well acquainted with him. You seem to know everything
about him. Yet can you say, you know every nook and corner of his personality? You are
well aware of his habits and disposition; yet can you say he is predictable? Can you tell
exactly what he will do tomorrow morning? No, the unpredictable element is present within
him. That is the mystery -- this 'unpredictable' about which we can make no forecasts. This is
what makes the thing we know, yet unknown. Let us see from another angle:

Someone asks St. Augustine, "What is Time?" He replies, "As long as no one asks, I
know very well what Time is but when someone asks, there is a lot of confusion." You too
know what Time is. You know very well. You get up on time -- how could you if you had no
knowledge of Time? You go home on time. If you did not, how will you reach home in time?
How will you have known it is time to go home? You know very well what Time is. But
Augustine is right when he says he knows as long as no one asks but as soon as someone
asks, everything is lost. Not the brightest of geniuses has up to now been able to answer this
question, whereas the most ignorant of persons also makes use of Time. The most foolish
simpleton is living within Time and yet the wisest are unable to define it.

Leave this aside, Time is a difficult matter. Life is not at all intricate. We all live. In fact



we have lived enough. Those who know say, we have lived thousands of lives. Be that as it
may, let us consider our present life. Say we have lived 20, 40, 50 years of this life. We know
life for this period of Time. Yet if someone asks, "What is life?" we are stumped! What is the
reason? When we have lived our lives for a number of years, we should know what life is and
be able to tell.

Lao Tzu says, "It is this very thing what we call "The Mystery." We know and yet we do
not know. We know everything and yet find that everything is unknown. Existence is present
all around us, within, without, in every pore of our being, in every breath -- yet it is unknown.
What have you known?

The waves have lapped the shores of the ocean since time immemorial, yet they know
nothing of the shore; nor do the shores know anything about the waves. Leave aside the
waves, you yourself will know nothing more of the shores than the waves even if you walked
them a thousand years! What do we really know? There is only a superficial acquaintance
and this cursory acquaintance, we call knowledge.

To know this shallow acquaintance as knowledge causes many illusions, which deprive
us of the knowledge of the Mystery. Lao Tzu says, "Do not call this superficial acquaintance,
knowledge. Rather know it as cursory information. Then you will experience the presence of
the Mystery all around you, every minute of the hour. The Mystery is; and no matter how
much we know, it is limitless."

Now Science has also become a little profound and deep. It has cast off its childishness. It
is not long since Science came into being, whereas there are relics of Religion, that are
20,000 years old. So if religion has said 5,000 years ago that life is a mystery, it is after the
experience of 15,000 years. Science is only 300 years old and so comparatively, a mere child.
One thing is certain: When Science becomes 15,000 years old, it too will say with just as
much emphasis that life is a mystery.

15,000 years is a very long time. Now take the example of Einstein. He was a very great
genius of our time in the field of Science. This man when he died made a very revealing
statement. He said, "In my youth I thought Truth can be known. Now I think otherwise; now
I think, Truth is unknowable and will always remain unknowable." It is certain that man will
come to know a great deal, yet there will be still as much that will remain unknown. Our
knowing will make no difference. It will be just like our collecting a handful of water from
the ocean. Perhaps a handful of water may diminish the ocean-water by that much, but in the
Ocean of Existence, that is all around us, no amount of knowing will make even a fraction of
a difference.

That which Religion calls, "The Mystery', always remains to be known. It remains always
unknown, unfamiliar. It is forever present in the same quantity.

To understand the meaning of RAHASYA (Mystery) you have to know three things.
There is one -- Ignorance or lack of knowledge. Ignorance is not mystery. Science believes
that mystery is the outcome of ignorance. This is a mistake. Ignorance is not mystery. In
ignorance we know nothing. Then how shall we have any knowledge of mystery? We shall
have no knowledge of anything. The second is Knowledge. Even knowledge is not the
mystery, for in knowledge we are aware of something. Rahasya (Mystery) is the happening
beyond knowledge. Knowledge occurs beyond ignorance and the mystery occurs beyond
knowledge, He who steps into knowledge from ignorance becomes wise and he who goes
beyond knowledge and knows, becomes a mystic.

Know these three steps :. The first step is that of ignorance, the second step is knowledge.
From the world of no-knowing, the world of knowing starts. If you stagnate at the step of



not-knowing, you will remain ignorant. If you stagnate likewise, at the step of knowing you
will remain simply a man of knowledge. But if you go still further, the world of mystery
begins. Then in that state, having full knowledge, you will still have a complete knowledge of
ignorance. Knowledge and ignorance, become one in Rahasya (Mystery).

So Lao Tzu says, "Within both these sides there is the One." He experiences Rahasya,
who experiences the One both in knowledge and in ignorance and who Knows that there is
not much difference between the wise and the ignorant. The ignorant suffer from the illusion
that they know nothing, while the wise suffer from the illusion that they know everything.
The mystic knows that there is no possibility of knowing. The mystic does not say, "Do not
search to know." He says, "Strive your best to know." Know! Go so deep within knowing
that you go beyond it. Then this knowing will not be a limitation or a bondage. You have
risen above ignorance, now rise above knowledge.

The Ishavasya Rishi says: "The ignorant do go astray in darkness but what can we say of
those knowledgeable ones, who are wandering in pitch-darkness?" Which wise man can this
be? We have always been told that the ignorant go astray and never the wise! Then what does
this Rishi of Ishavasya say? It is definite he knows what Lao Tzu knows. He says, "The
ignorant goes astray for he does not know but the wise go astray for they think they know.
And remember," the Rishi says, "the ignorant wander in darkness but the pseudo-wise
wander in utter darkness." He who knows he does not know has a sort of humility within him
but he who is confident he knows, loses all humility. His ego becomes strong and intense.
Mystery is the transcendence of both Ignorance and Knowledge.

Rahasya, is knowledge of the fact -- know and yet you will never know. Strive hard to
know but you will fail. Strive, search, discover but in the end you will only discover that life
is a bottomless mystery. Its base is forever unknown. The One that is the actuality within
both, is what we call 'the Mystery'. That which is the same in birth and death, that which is
the same in light and darkness, we call Rahasya.

Now the line that follows is very wonderful.

This very conglomeration of names we call Rahasya. Where the density of the Mystery is
highest, there lies the subtle and wonderful opening to its entrance. Where the density of the
mystery is highest -- density of Rahasya! What can this mean? We shall have to go back.

The ignorant is aware of the fact that he does not know. His ego is small, weak but it still
is, for it knows that 'l do not know'. The learned one knows that T know.' The T is strong,
solid. The ignorant man has a feeling of the mystery because of his ignorance. He sees many
wonders. Many things appear queer and mysterious to him for he does not understand
anything.

When lightning flashes in the sky, he thinks perhaps Indra is angry. When it rains, he
thinks the Gods are pleased with the world. When the harvest is ready, he thinks it to be the
reward of his past good actions. If the harvest is poor or if there is an earthquake, he takes it
to be the fruit of his sins. He thus makes his own calculations. The element of mystery is
present though, conditioned by his ignorance and less experienced. But ignorance quickly
gives its own interpretations of Rahasya. The lightning becomes Indra, the rains become the
reward of good actions and then happiness, pain, justice, actions, each become a doctrine in
itself. So the ignorant cooks up some theories of his own and his ego strengthens in
proportion to his interpretations.

The man of knowledge knows the facts. The more he knows the stronger his T becomes.
As the T gets stronger, so the attitude of Rahasya becomes more and more rare, its intensity
fades.



In the third step, where the wise man is neither wise nor ignorant, when he knows and yet
knows that he does not know, the 'I' drops completely. And when the ego is lost, the mystery
deepens. So these two things are there: the ego and the mystery. When the ego is dense the
Rahasya is thin, when the ego is small, the Rahasya is more emphasized. If the ego is
accentuated fully, Rahasya disappears completely. When the Ego is silenced completely, and
is absolutely zero, the Rahasya appears in its full intensity and strength.

It is only at the centre of the Ego that it can be decided whether the Rahasya is rare or
dense. Therefore, all mystics stress the annihilation of the ego. Drop the ego and you will
know the mystery.

How does the T (ego) hinder?

The ego blinds us and does not allow the mystery to be seen. The very meaning of
Rahasya is, "My will is naught, my power is of no avail, by myself I can never know. I have
no competence to know. I am helpless." When this feeling becomes intense, the knowledge
of mystery dawns on us. This is why we find that children are always surrounded by this
feeling of wonder and mystery, whereas elderly people are not. Children live in the world of
mystery -- why?

Their ego is as yet not very strong. Now when they see a butterfly flitting on the flowers,
it seems like a beautiful dream. When they see a flower bloom, it feels as if the Infinite has
opened its doors to them. When the sun comes out they feel bathed in the effulgence of the
Supreme Light. When the waves lap the shores, the heart is thrilled and dances with joy. Now
the pebbles on the road-side appear like jewels to them. The 'T' is not so strong yet, so the
Rahasya appears all around. So a child's life passes entirely in fantasy -- its life is like a
poem.

Therefore little children cannot differentiate between dreaming and waking. A child is
quite likely to get up in the morning crying for the doll that was lost in his dream. However
hard we may try, it is hard to convince him that it was a dream. This is because there is no
clear-cut line of demarcation between sleeping and waking in the consciousness of the child.
The child as yet, dreams in the day. As yet the only difference between day and night is the
difference of closing and opening of the eyes. Everything within the child is as yet fluid; the
feeling of wonder and mystery is as yet very intense.

Then as the ego strengthens, the mystery begins to fade. As the child grows, is educated
and begins to stand on his own feet, as he begins to display his own capabilities, the T is
strengthened and stands out clear and the mystery lessens and fades in the same proportion.

The mystery that surrounds the child, is the mystery of ignorance. The mystery that
surrounds the saint, is the mystery of knowledge. Before knowledge, there is the mystery of
ignorance and after knowledge, is the mystery that is not of ignorance.

This is the difference between a poet and a Rishi (sage).

The poet lives in Rahasya but it is born out of ignorance. The sage also lives in poetry --
but in the poetry that is beyond Knowledge. The meaning of Rishi, is also -- a poet, -- but he
is a poet who has eyes, who has seen. The Rishi lives in poetry. The world is a poem to him
and not prose. The world is not a dry and brittle composition for him. To him the world is
bound in song and verse and filled with music and dance. But the Rishi is one who has
become a poet after attaining Knowledge. This is the difference between the two. This is why
we cannot call the Rishis of the Upanishads as mere poets, though their poems are
unsurpassed; and our poets as Rishis, for their work is born out of the wonder of ignorance.

Our poet is a child that has never grown up! He grows in body but in whom there is no
dividing line between his dreams within and the world without. He is a mere child and



therefore it is not strange when he acts like one. That is why a poet appears immature in his
dealings. Many a time we cannot understand them and so their behaviour appears immoral at
times.

Now Picasso loves a woman. He loves her madly. Very few can love as Picasso loved.
Then one day this love flew away. Then he began to love another woman in the same fashion.
Everywhere he was scandalized for his immoral behaviour. The simple reason was, Picasso
was absolutely childish, -- just as a child loves a rag-doll and holds it to his heart night and
day and then one day he is fed up so he throws it into a corner and never looks at it again. We
never call the child immoral for we know he is only a child but Picasso would be maligned
for his behaviour. We might accuse him of faithlessness whereas that is not the case. When
he loved, he loved as passionately as the child loves his doll. He did not let go of her night
and day. So intense was his love. But now it is gone! Just as the child forgets the doll, he
forgets this woman and is now preoccupied with another. This is bound to look unethical in
the eyes of the world.

The fact is, the immorality that is evident in the lives of musicians, poets and painters is
due to the fact that though they grow in body, their minds remain immature and childlike.
Deep within they are still children. This is the reason why they can write poems but for this
very reason their actual lives are so disturbed and chaotic. Therefore they can paint a
beautiful picture but their lives become veritably ugly; they can compose beautiful songs but
are crude in themselves as far as their own lives are concerned.

A Rishi is a different personality altogether. His childhood is the childhood re-attained. It
is a childhood regained -- and this is not immaturity or childishness. This is the simplicity and
innocence attained after complete knowledge and perfect maturity. Therefore we see
child-like behaviour in Saints also. But there is no non-ethical behaviour in a saint. The Saint
has the innocence and guilelessness of a child but not the undisciplined impertinence of the
poet. In his innocence, in his supreme freedom, there is a law, a regulation, a discipline. In his
spontaneity also, there is an intrinsic discipline. Behind all this child-like actions runs the
stream of the Prime Experience. And yet, he is outside of knowledge and experience. And
yet, he is above knowledge.

Lao Tzu says, "This is what we call the perfect mystery." If this mystery deepens and
becomes more intense, it opens the magic doors of life. It becomes dense only in proportion
to the extinction of the ego. We can say: 100 per cent ego = 0 per cent Rahasya; 90 per cent
Ego = 10 per cent Rahasya; O per cent ego = 100 per cent Rahasya. The energy the power, is
one and the same in both. The same energy resides in the ego as in the Rahasya, so when the
ego lets go a certain proportion of the energy, it quickly enters the Rahasya.

The Life-Energy has two optional directions: Pride and wonder; T and 'You'. The "You'
here, is God, the mystery. If the T becomes stronger, the 'you' becomes weaker to that extent.
Our Age has denied God for no reason.

Our century is the most egoistic age. And the most interesting fact is, that the ego is born
out of knowledge. Our century is the most intellectual century. This might seem contradictory
but if you have followed what I said before, you will be able to understand. The knowledge
attained in our century, is the highest ever attained by the world. As a result, it is the most
egoistic century. Therefore, it follows, that it is completely devoid of Rahasya. The more our
knowledge increases, the more our libraries swell and the more our universities become the
trustees of knowledge. The more intelligent our children become, the more will the Mystery
fade away. Then a moment may come, which will be the most suicidal moment for man.
When a culture becomes so filled with knowledge that no secret of the mystery remains, then



there is no other remedy save death.

Why?

Because we can live only with wonder, not with ego. We, the so-called egoists also live in
Rahasya alone. It is impossible to live with complete ego; only death is possible; suicide is
possible. If we come to know that we know all, then nothing is left to be known except death!

This is why as we look back in time, we find man more filled with savour towards life.
There were less suicides in days gone by. It is interesting to note that uneducated societies do
not commit suicide. An intense ego is required for suicide which they do not possess. A very
dense and solid 'T' is required to die -- an ego so strong that it denies all the mystery of life
and enters into self destruction. A very strong quality of conceit is required to end one's life.
That is why the older the society, the less educated and primeval, there is almost no incidence
of suicide. The adivasis do not know of self-destruction. They are unfamiliar with it, they can
never think of it.

There are many languages even today in the world, in which there is no word like suicide,
because those people could think of no reason why a man should take his own life. But for
us, conditions have changed.

Albert Camus has written a book, in the very beginning of which he says: "The only
philosophical problem is suicide". That a philosopher should start a book thus and that too a
philosopher of the calibre of Albert Camus who is considered among the world's wisest men
today! He has not discussed God at all in his book. God is not the subject of philosophy. He
has discussed only suicide which he considers the basic problem of philosophy. If man has to
live, what for should he live? His question is plausible. If there is no mystery, what is the
cause for life? Do we live to eat? Do we live to dwell in the houses? Do we live to produce
children? And for what should the children live? Is it for producing more children? What is
the purpose of all this? We build houses. roads, aeroplanes -- but why?

If you say you live for love then you enter the world of mystery. Camus will say. "Where
is love? I searched everywhere and I found nothing but sexual-desire." Love is a mystery sex
is a fact. If you try to catch hold of it, you will be able to lay your hands on sex but not on
love. If someone says one should live for joy, then bliss also is a mystery. The realities, the
facts, are the so-called happiness and non-happiness; and behind each happiness, hides
unhappiness. So Camus asks, "What for should we live?" He is right -- we have seen
happiness, experienced it once!

Nasruddin was sitting in the tea-house. A man came up to him and asked news of his
village. He is a stranger. Nasruddin asks him: "Do you play cards? If you do, I shall be
pleased to play a game with you." The stranger replied, "No, I played once and found it to be
a useless pass-time." "Do you play chess? Let us have a game of chess," said Nasruddin.
"No," said the stranger, "I played it once and found it very boring." "Then how shall I
entertain you?" asked Nasruddin. "Do you like music? Shall I play a tune?" "No!" exclaimed
the man, "I heard it once and I did not like it." "Then would you care to go fishing?" Offered
Nasruddin and to his disappointment the stranger replied, "I will not go but you can take my
son."

Nasruddin says: "Forgive my impertinence but he must be your only son? Like
everything else you must have experienced love and sex just once and no more, for you must
have found it useless too!"

There is in fact, no reality of life which is worth a second look. If something is worth
seeing again, it cannot be a fact, it must be a mystery. It must be something that has to be
known over and over again and still remains a mystery. There is no question of knowing



again a thing that is already known. It is only when a thing is not known in its entirety that we
try again and again and yet again and inspite of knowing it a thousand times, the urge to
know it remains a thousand-fold, because the unknown, the unfamiliar still remains to be
known.

Camus is right when he says if there is no other problem left then suicide is the only
philosophical problem. Knowledge is utmost in our age and therefore there are bound to be
the highest number of suicides. It is filled to the brim with ego, therefore it says, "There is no
God, there is no religion, there is no mystery."

Lao Tzu says, "He who attenuates his ego and intensifies Rahasya, for him are open the
subtle and wonderful gates of life." These two words: Subtle and wonderful, are to be
understood properly. What we understand by 'subtle’, is not the meaning that people like Lao
Tzu take. When we say subtle, we mean less gross, less massive. We say, the wall is massive,
solid and air is subtle but air also is solid -- it is less solid. The difference between a wall and
air is not very much for there is a quantitative difference and not a qualitative distinction.

A Wall of air can be created and you can be thrown down from it with a greater force
then any ordinary wall. There are chances of your survival in case of the ordinary wall, but
not so in case of the atmospheric wall. Air has weight as much as the wall, and it is even
more. We do not feel the weight of air as its pressure is distributed equally all over our body.
There is otherwise, the pressure of thousands of pounds of air on us. If this pressure is
distributed in any other way, we would die of the weight of atmosphere. When there is a
strong wind, you feel it is the wind behind you that pushes you in front. It is not so. The wind
behind pushes the air before you, thus creating a vacuum which makes you fall. The
atmosphere has its own solid form.

What things do we call subtle or rare? All that we call subtle is a transformation of the
solid.

When people like Lao Tzu make use of the term 'subtle’, they mean that which is well
beyond the grasp of the five senses. It is important and necessary that you understand the
right meaning of the word 'subtle'. The eyes do not see the air but the hands feel it. So it is
within the grasp of our senses and hence not subtle. Subtle means: that which is beyond the
grasp of the sense-organs. Have you known anything you have seen with your eyes, if you
have heard anything it is through your ears, if you have smelt anything it is through the nose,
if you have touched, it is always with your hands. There is no experience of the subtle in all
your experiences.

We can give it this definition: What can be known by the sense organs, is gross, what
cannot be known through the sense-organs and can still be known, is subtle. This way you
can understand otherwise our measure of distinction is the faculties of perception only.

We hear a loud noise, we say it is gross. When the sound is very thin and low, we say it is
subtle. Actually there is no difference in the sound. It is the different variation of the same
sound -- and both are caught by the ear. If these sound-waves are not caught by the ear but
caught by the radio, even then they are not subtle. They are gross. It only means, that a more
sensitive ear (radio) has caught it.

Now there are pictures passing over here that only the television can grasp and not our
eyes. But even these are not subtle for the television is a very gross thing -- only its eyes
sharper than ours. The ears of the radio have a keener sense of hearing than our ears. There is
only the difference of magnitude, quantity. Therefore all that can be grasped by the faculty of
senses, is gross. I wish to add something more to this definition, which the Rishis of yore did
not, for they did not know and that is: "Whatever is grasped by the senses and whatever is



grasped by the mechanisms invented by the senses is all gross." The instruments invented by
the senses both in past and in future, will never be capable of catching the subtle.

The instruments created by the senses are merely the extensions of the senses and nothing
more. What are binoculars? It is an extension of our eyes. What is the radar? It is an
extension of our eyes. What is the gun? -- an extension of our hands. Where we threw stones
previously with our hands, the gun helps to throw bullets at a greater distance. So it is nothing
more than an extension of the hand. We are occupied in extending our senses. What are the
knives and the swords? They are our nails -- extended. The wild animals use their nails to kill
their prey, we make use of iron-nails. Whatever comes within the grasp of the extensions of
our senses, is all gross.

Subtle is that which never comes within the grasp of the senses and can yet be grasped.
Remember, if it cannot be grasped, you will never be aware of it. Therefore, it is necessary to
understand one more thing: Come within your grasp it must but not through any faculty of
the senses. There should be an immediate grasp, there should be no mediator. If I can see you
without the eyes, hear you without the ears. if I touch you without the use of my hands, --
then this is subtle. There is nothing in-between then -- neither my hand nor any instrument --
no mediator. If my consciousness gets a direct experience, that is a subtle experience.

So Lao Tzu says: "He whose knowledge of Rahasya becomes intense, opens the door to
the subtle." When the feeling of Rahasya reaches its peak, the ego falls. Then we have no use
for the faculty of senses. Really speaking, Ego is that which works through the senses. If the
ego falls, the senses become useless. Then the non-sensory experiences begin; and these are
known as the subtle experiences. You also get a glimpse of such experiences at times.

In some moments at certain times, in certain conditions your ego melts and then you get a
sudden glimpse of such experiences. But the ego condenses again and the experience is lost.
Then no matter how hard you try, you can never understand it. The ego cannot understand
such an experience.

You have heard sounds that you have yourself turned down later as false. You yourself
will have said: "No, no, I could not have heard. How could I? There was nobody?" You have
seen such forms at times that you turn down later as hallucinations. Many a time you come
suddenly to the brink of such possibilities which later you yourself cannot believe! When the
experience is gone and the ego is once again strengthened, it refuses to believe in the validity
of such experiences for they are beyond its grasp. It cannot conceive of any experience minus
the senses.

There is a friend of mine. His father died. The day his father died, this poet friend had set
out for another town by the evening bus. When he left, at about 6 P.M., to take part in a
gathering of poets, his father was hale and hearty. In the bus he sat, lost in his poetry and
when someone loses himself in his art, his ego begins to melt and he becomes like a child.
Then he enters his old world of childhood again. He flirts with the butterflies, laughs with the
flowers and Sings with the birds. He drops into this world of fantasy and talks with the
brooks and converses with the trees. Then messages flash in the clouds above -- for the ego
has almost faded.

So this friend was drowned in his world of poetry. Then suddenly at about 9 P.M. he felt
a terrible fit of depression that was beyond his understanding. All this time, he was filled with
joy, he was happy, songs were pouring out of him. What had happened? Wherever he turned,
he saw clouds of despair and sorrow and there was no earthly reason to explain. This made
him all the more restless. The strain of music snapped within him and he was engulfed in
anxiety and gloom. For three hours, till he reached the town, he was in this condition. He



went to his room and tried to sleep but he could not.

At 2 o'clock in the night he heard a knock on the door. Someone called: "Munna!" He
was startled for none except his father addressed him thus!

He opened the door and looked out. There was no one. There was no question of his
father being there. No other man called him by that name. He again opened the door, the
wind rushed in. The night was dark and there was no one about. Everyone in the hotel was
fast asleep, there was absolute stillness all around. The street below was empty. He was on
the 2nd floor, no one could come accidentally. He closed the door and thought perhaps he
was dreaming.

He went to sleep. After five minutes or so, he heard the same knock and the same voice
calling out to him! It was even more clear now! And this time he himself was awake. The
voice was so familiar, it could be nobody's but his father's. Again he opened the door but
there was no one. Once again the cold wind rushed in. Now he could not sleep. He became
restless. At 3 A.M. he went down and rang up his house. He was told his father died. Exactly
at 2 A.M. he breathed his last and exactly at 2 A.M. the first knock and the call of 'Munna!'

But my friend does not yet believe. He still thinks it was an illusion of the mind. He is an
intelligent person and he still thinks over it. To this day he says that the incident took place
but he still does not believe it was his father's voice. It must be a mistake, he feels. It may be
a play of his own mind, some coincidence that his father did at 2 A.M. in the night and he
may have thought of him just then!

So the subtle peeps into our lives at times. And because we do not understand, we brush
aside these experiences as hallucinations. But when the Rahasya intensifies, then the subtle
does not only peep; rather, we are deceived in the subtle. Then we live in the subtle. Then the
subtle begins to happen all around us for all the twenty-four hours.

Lao Tzu says: "The door of the subtle opens and of the wonderful and the miraculous!"
What is the miraculous? -- Let us understand. Ordinarily, what we look upon as miraculous is
also something. We call a happening a miracle, for we do not understand how it happens.
When do you say it is a miracle?

A man dies. Jesus puts his hand on his head. The man comes back to life. We call this a
miracle -- why? A man is ill, he bows at the feet of somebody and he is cured! We call it a
miracle -- why? Buddha passes under a tree that is dry. Suddenly it sprouts into bloom! We
say this is a miracle -- why? What is the reason for calling it a miracle?

There is only one reason. Ordinarily we understand, that happening which takes place
outside the precincts of cause and causality is a miracle. Normally, all trees give new
off-shoots but then, there is always a time, a regulation. There is a reason why they sprout
into new buds. But a tree that is dry since years and which had no cause to bloom, suddenly
breaks into new leaves when Buddha passes under it. Now there is no connection between the
two happenings -- Buddha's passing and the tree blossoming. What connection can there be
between the two happenings? A man is dead. If he becomes alright with treatment, we say
perhaps the heart's pace had slowed down and with the medicine it is restored. Then it is no
miracle to us. Why -- because the medicine is the cause and his becoming well is the
causality.

But if you bow your head at the feet of a person and become well, there is no causality.
Then it is a miracle. Miracle means -- where the rule of cause and causality does not apply.
Where you cannot find the cause and the causality. Jesus places his hand on the head of a
corpse and it springs to life there is no connection between the two. What is there in Jesus's
hand? But if the man has become alive then it is a miracle.



Generally what we understand as miracle. is that happening. the cause and causality of
which we do not understand.

But there also, there can be cause and causality. There is. Therefore that which we look
upon today as a miracle, science might prove some day that it is not a miracle. It is only a
matter of finding cause and causality. As soon as these are discovered. the miracle is lost. If a
man comes and bows at my feet and gets well, it is not miracle -- but it looks so because we
cannot find the relationship between the cause and causality.

It is possible that that man does not really suffer from any illness. He may just be
suffering from a mental delusion. If he in all reverence and faith, bows at my feet then the
faith which had strengthened the illness will melt before this faith of his and it will be
destroyed. It will seem a miracle but is not so for cause and causality are behind it. The
illness was created by his own faith and destroyed by his own. My feet had nothing to do
with it they can do nothing. It is not at all a miracle.

If a dead man comes to life, even then it is no miracle. Some day in the near future we
shall unfold the mystery of his death and coming back to life. If illness can be mental, cannot
death also be mental? It is absolutely possible. Death can be mental. Not all die of a physical
illness, intellectuals die often of mental illness.

If you are thoroughly convinced that you are dying, you are dying, then you will die.
Your physical mechanism is absolutely alright and can still work. Only your consciousness
within has contracted. The hand of Jesus can loosen the contraction of the consciousness. It is
not a miracle. The magnetic power of the hand of Jesus can bring up the buried consciousness
to the surface once again.

This living magnetism of the body has its own science. It has its own cause and causality.
Then it is possible that bowing at someone's feet even without faith may prove beneficial.
Then it is possible that the living magnetism of this man, enters your body. Just as electricity
enters the body by a mere touch and gives a shock, so also the magnetic principle enters and
changes the other person. So it is not a miracle when the cause and causality can be traced.

The miracle Lao Tzu talks about, is something quite different. That miracle is there where
the ego is zero -- a complete naught. When the ego is completely destroyed, a rare
phenomenon takes place and that is we see no difference between the cause and the causality.
Then the causality becomes the cause as the cause becomes the causality. The seed becomes
the tree and the tree becomes the seed. And in that state a man can see the seed and the tree
simultaneously. But then this is a real miracle! Try to understand this. It is rather involved
and intricate.

We look at the seed but at the same time we cannot see the tree. We shall have to wait
twenty years to see the tree. Then we will see the tree but then, the seed will no longer be. We
see a babe being born, we do not see the old man in him. We shall have to wait, 70 years to
see the old man and by the time we see the old man, the child will have long disappeared. We
shall never be able to see them both together. That Lao Tzu calls a miracle when the ego is
reduced to naught and the mystery becomes intensely deep. Then the old man becomes
visible in the babe and death in birth. The whole tree becomes visible in the seed, together
with all the flowers that are yet to bloom. Then we see all that happening which is yet to
happen. What has already happened, also seems to be present and what is still to happen, is
also present. The Past and the Future are finished and only 'the Moment' remains. All
existence stands in the eternity of one moment.

And when Krishna tells Arjuna: "These whom you think you are going to kill, I see them
dead already. They are dead Arjuna, they only seem standing before you, for you do not have



the power to see in to the future." This is a miracle! Miracle means -- where the cause and
causality are not apart.

They are not apart actually. It is our manner of looking that is wrong. The way we see
things is like this. If I were to make a hole in the wall and look into this room then when I
look at say A, I will see A only, then when I turn towards B, I shall see B only. A will be lost.
From B when I turn to C, B will be lost. Then supposing there is no way of turning my back,
what would I understand by this? I will naturally think that A and B are finished and only C
remains. I cannot see D further ahead. Now if the wall were to break, I would see all A,B,C,D
simultaneously. Then this would be a miracle.

If T can see the birth of creation and its death, its annihilation simultaneously, it is a
miracle.

Lao Tzu says when a person enters into Rahasya with all intensity, he finds the door of
the subtle and finally the door to wonder and miracles open. Then he sees the world coming
into being and ending at the same time. Then he sees God making and destroying the world
simultaneously. This is rather difficult to understand -- it cannot be brought within our
understanding and hence it is a miracle. What we generally call miracles have nothing to do
with this miracle, for these can be searched and discovered but as long as the cause and
causality bear no connection, it remains a mystery, a miracle to us.

In the authentic miracle also, the cause and causality are not known, as the cause and
causality are both present.

A very perplexing happening took place recently in the research institute of Oxford
University, which will make it easier to understand the element of miracles. Some scientists
were taking the picture of a bud. When they developed the film, they found it was the picture
of a flower! The film used was the most sensitive film available today. Before the camera
was the bud, but within, the picture was that of a flower! The picture was conserved all the
same. There may have been some mistake somewhere -- the film could have been previously
exposed, some ray might have entered unknown. They attributed it to the chemicals or some
such thing. When the bud turned into a flower, another picture was taken and this was an
exact replica of the first picture! This experiment could not be repeated. However the
Scientist who had carried out the experiment is fully confident that some day we shall
develop such a sensitive film that when a child is born, we can photograph the old man
within him. For that which is to happen, has already happened in the world of the subtle. The
process of what is to happen tomorrow has already started in the World of the subtle and it
must have already taken place in some deeper world. It only takes time for the news to reach
us. As long as the sense faculties try to grasp it, there will be delay. If we can grasp without
the help of our senses, we shall be able to grasp here and now.

The time-gap between a bud and a flower is not gap between the bud and flower but the
gap between the flower and our senses. If our senses were to step aside, we shall be able to
behold the flower in the bud. Then the miracle will have taken place. To enter into this world
of miracles, is the aim of Religion.

Lao Tzu has said a great deal in few words. But this is a code. If it is merely read, you
will gain nothing. But if you unfold every word and lay bare each layer, perhaps you shall
touch -- though every so slightly -- the spirit of Lao Tzu.

Enough for today, we shall talk again tomorrow.
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CHAPTER 2: SUTRA 1

THE RISE OF RELATIVE OPPOSITES.

WHEN THE PEOPLE OF THE EARTH ALL KNOW BEAUTY AS BEAUTY, THERE ARISES (THE
RECOGNITION OF) UGLINESS. WHEN THE PEOPLE OF THE EARTH ALL KNOW THE GOQOD AS
GOOD, THERE ARISES (THE RECOGNITION OF) EVIL.

The acquaintance of beauty, the experience of beauty, is a forerunner of our familiarity
with ugliness. Good cannot be experienced without the knowledge of evil.

Lao Tzu reiterates what he has said in the first chapter but in a different dimension. He
says: "He who experiences the beautiful cannot do so without having experienced the ugly."
A person can experience beauty to the same extent as he experiences ugliness. In fact, if a
person has no knowledge of ugliness he has no knowledge of beauty also. He who tries to be
good has very much the evil present within him. A man cannot desire to be good if he is
initially not evil.

According to Lao Tzu -- and what he says is very significant -- "SINCE THE DAY MAN
HAS KNOWN WHAT BEAUTY IS, THE NATURAL BEAUTY WHERE UGLINESS
WAS ABSENT, WAS LOST AND SINCE THE DAY MAN HAS KNOWN WHAT GOOD
IS, THE NATURAL STATE OF GOODNESS WAS LOST WHEN PEOPLE WERE NOT
AWARE OF EVIL." Let us understand it this way.

If we look back into the ancient, the mythological state of man, when he was in the quiet,
artless and natural state of being, we find no knowledge of beauty but at the same time there
is no knowledge of ugliness also. There we will not find incorruptible people, for dishonesty
was not possible. There it was impossible to detect a sinner for there were no virtuous people.

What Lao Tzu is trying to explain in this Sutra is that our lives have always been formed
with dualities. If a community becomes too eager to become honest it shows that its members
have become very corrupt. If parents teach their children that to speak the truth is a virtue, it
shows that the natural truthfulness is absent in the society and untruthfulness has become the
order of the day. Lao Tzu says, "We always stress that, the opposite of which is already
present." If we tell our children "Do not tell lies", it proves that untruthfulness is
predominantly prevalent. If we tell them to be honest it means that dishonesty has become
firmly rooted within us.

There is an account of a meeting between Lao Tzu and Confucius. Confucius was the



greatest moral thinker on earth -- moral thinker and not religious thinker. He is from among
those who have been pre-occupied with the problems of how to make man good. When he
heard that Lao Tzu was very religious man, it was but natural that he was eager to meet him.
He requested Lao Tzu to advise people to be good and honest that they should not steal and
they should refrain from the urge to steal, that they should shun anger and be forgiving, and
how violence can be destroyed and non-violence can be established.

Seated outside his hut, Lao Tzu replied: "How can man be good unless there is evil?
When there is evil, then alone can man be good. I always advise people how not to be evil, I
do not worry about virtue and goodness. I visualise a state in which goodness also is not
detected and it is impossible to tell who is good?"

Confucius could not understand, "Man has to be taught to be honest for he is dishonest,"
he repeated. Lao Tzu replied, "Dishonesty increased from the day you began talking of
honesty. I look forward to the day when people no longer talk of dishonesty." Confucius still
could not understand him. This sutra is difficult for any moral thinker to follow, for he thinks
good and evil to be two different and opposite qualities and that one has to destroy the evil
and preserve the good. Whereas Lao Tzu maintains that good and evil are the two aspects of
the same thing. It is not possible to destroy one in favour of the other. If you discard one, you
will have to drop the other. They both have to be dropped together. If you save one, the other
is automatically preserved. If you wish to keep the good, the evil remains in the back-ground,
for good cannot exist without evil. If you wish to respect the honest man, you can only do so
if there are dishonest people.

This is something worth pondering upon: If there are no dishonest people in the world,
would we ever think of honouring the honest person? Would there be respect for a saint if
there were no sinners? This means if we want to respect the saint, the sinners should be very
much present, and it is one of the mysteries of life that the saint always speaks against the
sinner! He little knows that the recognition he gets is only on account of the reprobates. The
saint will be lost in the absence of the sinners; his existence can only be around and on
account of the sinners.

Lao Tzu says, "Religion existed in the world when there was no sign of the saint." His
words are very profound. He says there was Religion on earth when virtue was unknown,
when goodness was not heard about, when no sermons were given in favour of truth, when
no one exhorted people against violence. When non-violence is installed as virtue and Truth
is acclaimed as Religion, the opposite attributes come into being-in their full magnitude.

Lao Tzu told Confucius: "All you good people of the world relax and be peaceful. Stop
all talks of goodness and you will find that if you are strong enough to let go of goodness
also, evil will fall of itself. Confucius could not understand him. No moral thinker
understands Lao Tzu, for he thinks this would make things worse. As it is, he feels he
somehow with great effort and persuasion, manages to preserve virtue. Lao Tzu says, "When
you try to save goodness, the evil is preserved automatically." These two are connected. It is
impossible to keep any one of the two. Either both will remain or none.

Lao Tzu says: "The state of Religiousness is where neither exists." This state he used to
call "The Simple (Unrestrained) Tao." This he used to call the realm of Religion, of Nature. If
a man is completely established within his nature, there is no good and no evil. There is no
valuation there, no censure, no praise, no beauty nor ugliness. There, things are as they are.

Therefore it invariably happens that when a person is filled with the feeling of beauty,
ugliness torments him within to the same extent. The sense of feeling in case of both, starts at
the same time. If I say: "To be such is beautiful," then everything contrary to this, becomes



ugly. The slightest decision on one side results in an equal decision in the alternative.
Therefore Lao Tzu says, "WHEN THE PEOPLE OF THE EARTH KNOW BEAUTY AS
BEAUTY THERE ARISES THE RECOGNITION OF UGLINESS. WHEN THE PEOPLE
OF EARTH KNOW THE GOOD AS GOOD THERE ARISES THE RECOGNITION OF
EVIL."

This is a very difficult sutra. It means that if we wish for beauty in the world it is not
proper to recognise it as such. In fact no recognition is expedient for then the worth of
ugliness has got to be taken into consideration.

If someone asks you, "What is beauty?" Your answer invariably will be -- "That which is
not ugly." Beauty cannot be recognised without ugliness. Similarly the sinner has got to be
brought within the definition of the saint, just as much as ugliness is necessary to form the
boundaries for realizing beauty.

So Lao Tzu says: "When beauty is not recognised as beauty it is very much there but is
not labelled as such. When beauty exists without a name, then ugliness cannot come into
being. Similarly when the good is not labelled good, when it is not venerated as good, when it
is not even recognised as good, there is no way for evil to exist." There is a Good outside of
duality, there is a Beauty outside of duality. But this good cannot be called by that name, nor
can that beauty be known as Beauty, for there is no way of expressing these. To be silent, is
the only way to express them.

Lao Tzu says to Confucius: "Go Back! Your moral thinkers are the ones who have
deformed the world. You are the mischief-makers! Go and be merciful enough not to worry
about the morals of man! The more you try to make him good the more evil he becomes."

When the father tells the son for the first time that to tell the truth is to be religious, in all
probability, the son has no idea what is truth and what is untruth. When he tells him for the
first time that to lie is a sin, he in all probability has no idea of falsehood; And the very
advice of the father that 'to lie is a sin', is the cause of the son's initial attraction towards
false-hood. If the son has lied before this, he has not done it knowingly. He has no acquired
knowledge of false-hood that can draw a line of sin within his mind. But now the distinction
starts, now he will differentiate between a truth and a lie.

As his knowledge of truth and false-hood increases, the simplicity of his consciousness is
destroyed and duality is born. But we go about creating dualities all around us and think
nothing about it. We think it is for our good that we do so.

Lao Tzu was a great revolutionary from this point of view. He says: "This is the evil.
Whenever we give birth to evil it is with the excuse of the good." Actually, evil is never born
directly. Whenever an evil is born. it is with the excuse of some good. We are always out to
create the good when we create the evil.

There is the adivasi -- a primeval man. He lives in the jungles. He has no knowledge of
beauty as we have, nor that of ugliness. He has no distinction of any sort. He is capable of
love without bringing in either beauty or ugliness. He is capable of loving that which we look
upon as ugly. He is capable of loving that also, which we look upon as beautiful. His love
makes no boundaries. He is able to love all. The idea of beauty and ugliness, has not
developed within him. It is we, who develop these ideas. We separate the beautiful and the
ugly. And then, a very interesting happening takes place. We find that we are unable even to
love the beautiful, while the primitive man, without any conceptions, is capable of loving
even what we call 'the ugly!" We think we will be able to love the beautiful, so we separate
the grotesque from the beautiful. Then we find, we are not able to love the beautiful also! For
the mind filled with dualities, is incapable of love.



The beautiful and the ugly, form a pair. What you look upon as beautiful, how long will it
remain beautiful? It is a funny thing that what you call ugly, remains ugly forever but what
you call beautiful does not remain beautiful after some time. Then what do you get? Have
you ever thought on this? What you have branded as ugly, remains ugly forever. What you
look upon as beautiful today, loses its beauty after a few days. Ultimately the mind ridden
with duality is devoid of all beauty. There is nothing but ugliness filled in it.

There is this primeval mind that draws no distinction between beauty and ugliness and
who is also able to love that which we look upon as ugly. And because he is capable of
loving, everything becomes beautiful for him. Remember, we love only that which is
beautiful. After a few days, the beauty melts, disappears. The unfamiliar attraction of beauty,
its invitation, is lost. When this happens, where will our love stand?

The primitive man loves and he imparts beauty to whatever he loves. Understand the
difference: We love the beautiful. The beauty is lost in a short time -- where is the ground for
our love to stand? The primitive man loves first and whatever he loves, he finds beauty
therein. The special quality of love is: that if it is self-dependent, it increases day by day and
if it depends upon the other, it grows less and less.

If T have loved you because you are beautiful, this love will lesser day by day but if I have
loved you for love's sake, your beauty will grow day by day. If love stands on its own feet, it
blossoms; if it seeks the support of the other, it is bound to become lame and fall. Yet, this is
what we keep doing. Therefore we have to make use of the term beauty and ugliness. The
primeval mind has no knowledge of these words.

The primeval mind is somewhat like this: a mother has two sons. One is called beautiful,
the other is not but to the mother they are equally beautiful. To her, one is not beautiful and
the other ugly. They are both her sons and therefore they are beautiful. Their beauty emerges
from the fact that they are her sons. Primarily, there is the mother's love, and from this love,
their beauty shines. The primeval mind that Lao Tzu talks about is the mind that lives in
natural simplicity, beyond the pair of opposites and their differences.

Thus Lao Tzu says: "Evil has got to be eradicated but as long as you try to save the good,
you will not be able to destroy evil." The sinner has to be destroyed but as long as you hail
the saint, the sinner is bound to remain. There is an intricate net-work within this also. The
saint is also interested that there be sinners in the world, The more sinners there are, the
greater will be the brightness of the saint, for he can criticize them, abuse them; he can start a
movement to bring a change in them, he will labour to reform them -- he will have some
work to do.

But if there be a community on this earth in which there is no sinner, then those whose
egos are fed and nourished in the name of saintliness, will at once become useless and
impotent. They will have no place to stand. This may seem contradictory, but nonetheless
true that the ego of a saint flourishes only when there is a collection of sinners around him. It
is just as a wealthy man delights in his riches only when there is poverty all around him. A
big palace give6 pleasure only when it is surrounded on all sides by impoverished tenements.
The pleasure of the palace depends not on the palace itself but on the misery and pain in the
hutments surrounding it. The pleasure of the saint is not in his saintliness, but in the strength
the ego finds in the stark comparison with the unsaintly.

Lao Tzu says, "Leave both. We call that Religion where there is no good and no evil".
Generally what is defined as Religion is absolutely different. You will say, "Religion means
the good. "Lao Tzu says, "No". You will say Religion is that which is auspicious, Religion is
Truth. But Lao Tzu will still say "no"; for where there is truth, there is also untruth, where



there is auspiciousness there is also inauspiciousness. So Lao Tzu says, "Where both are not,
where there is no duality, where the mind is devoid of duality and established in the
indivisible One where there is not an inch of separation, there is Religion." So to Lao Tzu,
Religion is transcendental -- where there is neither darkness nor light.

If we were to tell Lao Tzu that God is Light, he will deny it. "Then what will happen to
the darkness?" He will ask.

"Where will it go?" Then your God will forever be surrounded by darkness for light is
always encircled by darkness.

Remember, light is always invested with darkness. Light cannot be without darkness.
Light a small lamp and its brightness will be surrounded on all sides by an ocean of darkness.
It is in the midst of darkness that light exists. Remove the darkness and the light will be gone
immediately; it will be found nowhere. Lao Tzu will say, "No, God is not light. Ne is where
both darkness and light are not; where dualism and duality are not."

The fundamental difference between moral thinking and religious thinking is this alone.
Moral thinking splits life into two always. It scorns one and praises the other. That which it
praises, it honours and encourages; that which it scorns, it insults and humbles. Have you
ever considered what is the secret behind this strategy? What is the secret behind the whole
of these moral scriptures? It is the Ego.

We say a thief is bad, he is low, despicable, worthy of despise. When we say this, we are
telling the ego of people that if you are caught stealing you will lose your reputation, you will
be insulted, you will become worthless; people will look down upon you. If you do not steal,
you will be respected, people will felicitate you, garland you, respect you; you will win glory
not only in this world but also in the next. If you do evil, you will rot in hell, in sin and
sluggishness. What are we actually doing by this? We are hurting the bad man's ego and
satisfying the good man's ego. We are teaching people that if you wish your ego to reach
completion, be good. If you are bad, your ego will suffer.

The entire frame-work of Ethics stands on the ego. Now it is strange that it never occurs
to us how moral scriptures can stand on the ego! What can be more immoral than the ego?
But it is a fact that ego is at the base of all ethics. When Lao Tzu says this, he pulls down the
entire frame-work of ethics. He says, "We do not accept good and evil, we do not accept sin
and virtue. We desire that state of mind in which there is no idea of duality." But there is no
existence of ego also. Religion is an ego-less state whereas ethics stand on the foundation of
ego.

Our complete lives, all our preambles right from childhood to old age, revolve round the
ego. We tell our children, "Stand first in your class if you do not want to be disgraced. Stand
first, get good marks and you shall be honoured, otherwise you shall be rated low." Then this
same play continues till old age. We tell our grown-ups that if they perform good deeds, their
rating will be high and they shall attain heaven. If not, they will fall in the eyes of others and
will go to hell. They shall gain no name either in this world or the next. Please note the stress
is all on the name.

Ethics that are based on the Ego are therefore unable to be virtuous. As a result,
immorality spreads to the very roots of the ethical establishment. Every clever person is
anxious to display his virtuosity rather than be virtuous, for the real thing is to gain a name, to
gain honour and pride. What will people say is all that matters.

If I am a thief but am not caught in the act, I am not called a thief. Ethics only stress that
you should not be bad in the eyes of others, whether people call you evil or God calls you
evil, makes no difference. If people call me bad, I feel insulted but if I steal and am not



caught, then I steal and I save my ego also. Then where is the harm? So ethics ultimately
prove to be a fraud only. Those who are clever and skilful, find clever ways of being immoral
while making a show of virtuosity to the world. They appear what they are not.

Lao Tzu says: "we do not believe in such ethics."

When the Upanishads first reached the Western World, people were very much
concerned; for the Upanishads are very near to Lao Tzu. Nowhere in them is mentioned that a
man should not steal, that a man should not commit violence. The West was familiar only
with the Ten Commandments which said -- Do not commit adultery, do not steal, do no lie
etc. Therefore when the Upanishads were translated, when Lao Tzu's TAO-TEH-KING was
first rendered into English, the Western people thought the Orientalists to be immoral. Such
are their sages? Not a single truth of Religion do they utter! The duty of religion is to teach
men not to steal, be honest, not to deceive -- which is nowhere in the teachings of these
people! What kind of scriptures are these? -- They wondered. At the first impact of the
wisdom of the East, the West condemned it as immoral. But as they went deeper and their
understanding increased, they realised it was not immoral. On the contrary, they had to coin a
new category -- a third category of Ethics. The three categories are; Immoral, moral and
Trans-moral. Gradually they began to understand that these scriptures are neither ethical nor
non-ethical, rather, they do not talk about ethics at all! They are trying to unfold a mystery
that goes beyond all ethics. Now they admit that these are the real Religious scriptures.

It is an interesting fact that an atheist can also be a moralist. More often than not, he is
more of a moralist than atheist. The morals of atheist are his bargaining platform. He hopes to
achieve heaven, a better birth, with his virtues. He knows that by undergoing a few hardships
here, he will gain more happiness later. An atheist's morality is pure morality. There is no
bargaining, for he does not believe in life after death.

The atheist knows that he whose deeds are virtuous dies and returns to dust and he who is
evil, meets the same fate also. There are no rewards and reprisals. If even then, an atheist is
virtuous, his atheism is worth more than any theism; and his morality is more genuine for
there is no bargaining, no expectations behind it. He expects no rewards for good acts for
there is no God to reward him; for him there are no rules of actions that are self-rewarding,
there is no fortune, no new birth. To him this life is final. If I tell the truth or I tell a lie, I shall
one day turn to dust all the same. If an atheist becomes virtuous his morality is much deeper
than that of the theist. And this is possible for it is not difficult for an atheist to be ethical but
he cannot be religious.

A theist who is only a moralist, is a more fallen man than the atheist. If a theist is
religious, then only is his theism of value; otherwise his theism is lower than the ethics of an
atheist. He is doing something to attain something. If a theist comes to know that there is no
God, that there is no after birth, his ethics will falter and fall. If he is told that the laws are
reversed and that he who tells the truth goes to hell and those who lie, go to heaven, he will
promptly begin to tell lies.

But to an atheist, it will make no difference whether your God is or is not or whether
heaven and hell change for he does not depend on them. He is not virtuous on account of
them. If he is righteous, he is, because he is happy to be so. His reasoning tells him to be
righteous and so he is -- there is no other motive behind it. He finds himself more serene and
peaceful by being virtuous -- and so he is virtuous. A theist is a theist only if he is religious
and not by being virtuous. A righteous man may become an atheist and yet be better than a
theist.

Lao Tzu is propounding the most fundamental sutra of theism. He says, "Do not divide



existence into the opposites. Be beyond them." Our minds that are bound by ethics will be
caught with fear, and then surely we shall become immoral! The first thought that comes to
mind on hearing Lao Tzu is: If we are to go beyond both then why not steal? We feel, if we
leave both, the world will become evil, for we know we are good only on the surface. Our
insides are filled with evil. If we relax even the slightest bit, the superficial goodness will
break and the evil within will spread outside. This is an actual fear within all of us.

But Lao Tzu says: "He who is ready to go beyond the good will never be ready to fall into
evil." He who is even ready to forgo the good, how will you throw him into evil? In truth, ego
is the cause for man's falling into evil. We have made our ego the stepping stone into the
good and this is the very cause of our falling into evil.

Lao Tzu says: "He who is not even eager to rise up to the good, will not be prepared to go
even into evil. And he who is eager to rise up into the good can always be lured into evil." If
he feels that evil is more fruitful than goodness, that his ego could be more satisfied by it, he
will promptly go into evil, for it is the result he is after and not the ethics. If he embraces the
good it is to satisfy his ego; if he embraces the evil it is only for his ego. Lao Tzu says: "He
who goes beyond both good and bad, for him there is no contrivance to rise and no means to
fall." He climbs no heights and falls into no abyss. He lives on the smooth and straight plane
of existence. This straight level of existence is called the 'RIT' or "TAO', where he goes not an
inch up or down. This plane level of existence is called Religion.

So Lao Tzu in this priceless sutra says: "I do not say unto you, shun evil; I do not say
unto you hold on to the good. What I say is, understand that good and evil are two names of
the same thing. Recognise that they are both incorporate happenings. When you recognise
them as such, you will go beyond them."

Let us try to understand this is another way.

You are standing beside a flower. Is it necessary to say it is beautiful? Is it necessary to
say it is ugly? And will your statement bring about a change in the flower? The flower is not
at all affected by your remarks. When you say the flower is beautiful it is your own behaviour
towards the flower that changes. If you call it ugly, it is again your own behaviour towards it
that changes. Your remark brings about a change not in the flower but in you.

What is the criterion of beauty? What scales do we employ to measure the beauty of the
flower? It is a difficult question to answer. At the very depth of your statement lies the reason
for calling the flower beautiful and that is -- because you think so. But is your preference a
rule of beauty? What is the basis behind calling a thing ugly? It is, that you think so. But is
your dislike a rule set by nature, that a thing is ugly because you dislike it? What does your
like and dislike show? It indicates all about you and not4ing about the flower; for standing
near the same flower, I can make my own likes and dislikes known. The flower remains the
same, whether someone calls it beautiful or ugly; or whether no comment is made, the flower
remains the flower. Let a thousand people make a thousand comments, the flower remains
the same.

Then what do these remarks tell us about -- the flower or the one who makes these
remarks?

If we understand well, we shall know that all statements tell us about the speaker. Now
take for instance this statement "This flower is beautiful". What I really mean to convey is
that I am such a person who finds this flower beautiful. Now it is not imperative that this
flower will still look beautiful to me in the evening. It may seem ugly to me by evening. Then
I will have to say, "Now I have become such a person who finds this flower ugly." Are these
feeling of beauty or ugliness, objective or subjective? Are they our own intrinsic feelings or



the actual form of the objects? What are they? They are our mental feelings and reflections.

It is not fair to impose your mental images on the flower. Who are you to do so? What
right have you? None whatsoever. But everyone of us, impose ourselves. Stand beside a
flower one day. Stand still and quiet. Mind your old habit of qualifying things. Halt your
judgement -- the flower on one side, you on the other -- let there be no judgement on the
flower's beauty or ugliness.

In a few days you will find that the day when there is no conditioning, no judgement
between you and the flower, you will experience an entirely new beauty of the flower, which
is beyond beauty and ugliness. There will be a completely new unfoldment of the flower
before you. That day there will be no mental imagery or likes and dislikes between you and
the flower. Only the flower will he -- blossomed in its perfection.

And when a flower blossoms thus in its absolute perfection and without the interference
of your mental images, then it has a beauty all its own, which transcends both beauty and
ugliness. Remember, I say, it has a beauty all its own that is beyond our conception.

Lao Tzu says: "That alone we call beauty where ugliness has no existence." But then
there is no sign of the beauty we know of. You are going along a road and the branch of a
tree falls on you. You do not say the tree has done wrong, that the tree is bad, it has
committed violence; that it meant to harm you and you will pay it back! No, you say no such
thing. In fact you make no decisions for or against the tree. You pass no judgement against it.
And this incident does not disturb your sleep at night, nor do you pass days and months
thinking of ways to take revenge. And all this because you have made no decisions whether
the tree acted well or otherwise. Nay, you have not even thought that the tree has done
anything to you. It was a matter of coincidence that the branch fell as you passed under the
tree. You do not blame the tree.

But if a man hits you with a stick or -- that is still excusable for the stick causes a hurt --
if a man abuses you, the mind at once makes a decision for or against the person. How can
mere words wound a person? But he at once resolves to take revenge and the thought catches
hold of the mind. Now there will be images formed around the vituperations and this may go
on for months and years, nay even for a life-time! But where did it all start? Did it start with
the man's abuse or did it start from your decisions -- that is to be understood.

If you had made no decision and said that it was a matter of coincidence that you were
passing and the abuse happened to slip from the man's lips, just as you happened to pass and
the branch of the tree fell? If in truth we make no decisions and take it to be just a
coincidence, would the anxiety have formed within us? Then could this abuse have become a
wound within us? Then would we have to waste our precious time inventing fresh abuses for
retaliation? No, this matter would have ended there and then. We made no decision of the
right or wrong. It was a fact, we knew it as such and moved on! Lao Tzu says this is
according to him -- the good.

Now remember, there are very subtle differences. Now Jesus says, "If a person slaps you
on the right cheek, offer him your left." Lao Tzu says, "Do not do that." For according to Lao
Tzu, when you offer the left check, you will have made a decision and you have reacted!
Agreed that you did not abuse but you did hit back by offering the other cheek! Jesus says,
"Love your enemies." Lao Tzu says, "Don't." For when you manifest love towards your
enemy, you accept him as an enemy.

Lao Tzu's exposition is very, very transcendental. Lao Tzu says, "To love the enemy, is to
know him as enemy." Then whether you abused or showed hatred or professed love, these are
secondary things. One thing becomes clear by this act that the enemy remains the enemy.



There is an incident in Nasruddin's life that one day he slapped his younger brother. His
father rebuked him saying, "Nasruddin, it was only yesterday that you were reading 'One
should love even one's enemy!"" Nasruddin replied, "That is true father, but he is no enemy,
he is my brother."

"Accept the enemy" Lao Tzu says, "And the decision is made." Then he says, "You agree
that this man has done wrong and therefore he is to be answered not by evil but by
goodness."

Jesus says, "Return goodness for evil." But the fact remains that you have decided the
quality of the act as bad. Then if we react to this with goodness, it will be a righteous act but
not a religious one. Lao Tzu says, "No answer! for you make no decisions about the
happening." The matter ends there. You refuse to think beyond this. You do not allow any
thought of this incident to rise within you. A man slapped you, the matter finished there, the
happening ended. You do not start anything within yourself with this incident. You do not
think whether he did wrong or right, whether he was friend or foe. Who is he, what should
you do, what you should not do -- you start no reflections within your mind. The incident
finished, the door is closed, the chapter is over. You call it the end, you do not draw it further
in your mind. "Then," Lao Tzu says, "You are religious." If you even say this much, "This
should not have happened, now what shall I do?" Then you will have missed. To differentiate
is to fall from Religion. Decision brings the fall in Religion.

Lao Tzu's whole endeavour is to awaken you to the deep-seated habit of the mind of
breaking things into two. You should be wide awake before the mind breaks a thing into two;
for once it succeeds in breaking a thing, it is difficult for you to step out of the circle. So
wake up and do not let the mind catch you napping!

This is why Lao Tzu raises the question of Beauty and the Good. These two alone, are the
fundamental differences. On the differences of Beauty stands all our sense of the Aesthetic.
On the differences of the good and the evil stand our entire principles of ethics. Lao Tzu says,
"Religion is within neither of these, Religion is beyond both of these -- lovable-unlovable,
desirable-undesirable, beautiful-ugly, good-evil, auspicious-inauspicious -- beyond all these
differences is Religion."

Lao Tzu will never say, "To forgive is divine." He will say, "You forgave, so you
admitted the rising of anger." No, when anger or forgiveness arises within you, be alert and
observe that now the contradictory part of the duality is rising within you. Therefore, we
cannot call Lao Tzu forgiving. If we ask Lao Tzu "You forgive everybody?" He will reply "I
have never been angry with anyone." If someone abuses Lao Tzu, he will say nothing and
just go his way. We might think he has forgiven the man but 