
Occulture Vs. Living Knowledge: An “S & M” Dialogue with Myself 
 

I was asked to write this piece on synchromysticism but now I am wondering why I agreed to do it. 

 

How come? 

 

Because I don’t really give a damn about synchromysticism. Basically I think it’s intellectualism 

gamesmanship, at best. At worst, pointless and self-indulgent pursuit of knowledge. 

 

So why did you agree to do it? 

 

Vanity. I thought I could reach a large audience and get my ideas out there. The idea of being a contrary 

voice is appealing to me. I like to set myself against consensus views and be the joker in the pack, the 

spanner in the works, the fly in the ointment, rap on the knuckles— 

 

OK, OK. Why? 

 

I think it was a way I learned of communicating quite early on that made me feel safe. Like I need to 

define myself through opposition.  

 

Does it work? 

 

Not so much anymore. I wrote a piece for the book, but then I felt like it wasn’t really what I wanted to 

say. Now I’m trying to figure out what I did wrong and how to fix it. 

 

What was the piece about? 

 

It was about the desire to amass knowledge and/or create systems for interpreting existence (systems 

like synchromysticism), and how it can lead to a disconnection from direct experience, a withdrawal into 

a mental space that creates a false reality. I called it “the second matrix.” 

 

So is that what happened to you? 

 

Basically. I thought the piece could help others not to make the same mistake or recognize that they 

already are, and maybe come through that process more quickly and less painfully than I did.  

That was my conscious intention. But unconsciously I think I was wrestling with my own doubts and 

issues about the subject and it came out confused. It was a bit like I was trying to write myself out of the 

hole I’d dug for myself. Since I was still using the same tool, I ended up digging another hole to show 

how good I am at digging holes. 

 



A hole inside a hole? 

 

(sigh) Yeah. So by the end of it I wondered why I bothered writing it at all.  

 

And? 

 

I’m trying to find my voice, but it gets tangled up with trying to be heard, which isn’t the same thing.  

 

So maybe that’s what you could write about then—finding your voice? 

 

Maybe. I had started with the idea that enlightenment, or pure awareness, is something that is naturally 

found in babies and animals, and even certain types of adults who are diagnosed as autistic, because 

they don’t rely on words—or on thinking in the usual sense—the way grown-up humans do. Autists 

often say they think in pictures, and they tend to develop speech later than “normal” children. So maybe 

language and thinking is what comes between us and pure understanding? I related that to knowledge 

in the common sense of the word: stuff we learn about the world and ourselves. I wondered if 

knowledge leads to enlightenment, like some spiritual and most occult paths say, or if it only comes 

between us and the truth. 

 

And? 

 

I think knowledge is overrated, but at the same time I rely on it to make my argument that knowledge is 

overrated.  

 

Who are you arguing with? Synchromystics? 

 

Anyone who pursues knowledge for its own sake. It’s a kind of addiction. And like any other drug, its 

appeal is that it allows people to create bubbles to hide in, imaginary worlds. There are sub-

communities, counter-cultures, and alternate “movements” in which bubbles are shared and then they 

pass for experiential reality. But they are just fantasy realms. 

 

You mean like how alcoholics get together, to drink and not have to feel guilty about it? 

 

More or less, yeah. I think we come up with imaginary ideas about reality and then find other people to 

share these ideas until they become real for us. It’s like mental projections which solidify the beliefs that 

created them.  

 

Is that bad? 

 

It seems OK for a while, like alcohol. But eventually I think it blocks us from having a spontaneous and 

authentic experience of life. 

 



You’re talking about synchromystics now? 

 

Not only. Anyone who rejects the more conventional beliefs they grew up with, whether materialist 

beliefs or conventional religious ones, and replaces them with spirituality or occultism, or whatever. 

Roughly, the new paradigm says that everything is consciousness and that physical reality shifts and 

changes in response to changes in our own consciousness. It’s kind of solipsistic, except that it’s not that 

you are the only reality but that there is no “you” separate from reality. So if that’s true, where is an 

“individual” or separate identity existing to experience all of this? I mean, if we don’t exist separately 

from the greater whole, surely any perceptions or beliefs that stem from our mistaken identity must be 

unreliable. 

 

So if the synchromystic premise is correct— 

 

Then it invalidates the whole practice of synchromysticism, yeah. Kind of. One of the popular spiritual 

ideas today comes from quantum mechanics, and it’s that the observer affects the outcome of the 

experiment just by observing it. But what if the only reason the state of mind of the observer affects the 

outcome of the experiment is that the observer isn’t accurately observing anything? What if we are only 

interacting with our beliefs and expectations and not with our environment at all?1  

 

Like in a Bardo realm?  

 

Or a matrix. Then when synchromystics go on about having a dialogue with the Universe, what they’re 

really describing is a dialogue with their own unconscious. Which is valid, but it’s not, you know, cosmic 

communion or anything. It’s more like auto-therapy. 

 

Is that to do with what you said in the footnote, about astrology? 

 

Basically. Astrology, when correctly applied, seems like a tool to escape the spell of consensus reality 

and access “higher” or “divine” truth. But does that necessarily mean that it’s “true,” or even that it 

stems from higher reality? What if astrology  is a system created by individuals trapped within the egoic 

delusion of separate existence (the matrix) in an attempt to better understand the nature of their 

imprisonment? What if it’s a kind of “second matrix” that only looks like a way out of the matrix, but 

which is really a mirror of it? Is there a difference? I mean, if astrology is a mirror that shows us the 

                                                           
1
 As Aleister Crowley put it, “All we ever measured was the behavior of our instruments.” To bring a concrete 

example into the mix: Western astrology is based on a system that is actually out of date so far as the position of 
the stars in the sky goes. The constellations which make up the twelve signs of the zodiac are no longer in the same 
place in the heavens as they were two thousand years ago. This is called the procession of the equinoxes, and the 
zodiacal calendar hasn’t been adapted to keep up with it. So while you may consider yourself an Aries if you were 
born in mid-April, in actual fact the sun was “in” (positioned in front of) the constellation of Pisces at the time of 
your birth. Anyone who’s delved into Western astrology knows that it works pretty well, however, begging the 
question of how, and why? The answer, I think, has to do with the fact that collective belief has the power to 
create an interactive field of consciousness in which outer or greater reality (objective reality) cannot enter. In a 
word, collective delusion. 



nature of our delusions, doesn’t that help us to get past them? My guess is that it would depend on 

whether we recognize a mirror as a mirror, or whether we think it’s an actual window. 

 

Because then we’d bump our head against the glass? 

 

Right. Or waste time trying to figure out where the lock is and how to get it open. It’s not an opening, 

and the space that seems to be on the other side of the glass isn’t real, because it’s actually behind us. 

 

So we need to turn around— 

 

And look within. Look at the reality which we are in instead of projecting our thoughts into some 

imaginary “cosmic” reality behind the glass. Anything that is sourced within the first matrix, even when 

it looks like a way out, is really an extension and reflection of it. The function of the second matrix 

(which is made up of astrological, spiritual, shamanic, and occult paradigms) is to prepare us for the 

realization that greater reality can only exist outside our illusory sense of self-existence. Greater reality 

can never be accessed by the person we think we are. The nature of reality is that there is a continuum 

of consciousness. Reality is a wave that cannot be broken down into particles but that rolls on to infinity, 

leaving all traces of temporary or “particular” existence behind, forever. 

 

But if the particle doesn’t exist then the particle IS the wave. So doesn’t that mean the experience of the 

particle is as real (and as infinite) as that of the wave? 

 

Only once it realizes its waviness. 

 

Isn’t that the point of synchromysticism: for people to realize their waviness? 

 

In a way. But it can also trick people into an imaginary experience of waviness which is really just the 

particle (the ego) expanding or inflating itself into an imitation of a wave.  

 

Sounds painful. 

 

It always leads to disappointment and despair. Mysticism, occultism, and spirituality are attempts by the 

mind to create maps by which consciousness can move beyond the confines of mind. They can never 

work, because the terrain that lies beyond the mind can’t be mapped by the mind because the mind 

can’t access it.  

 

So all its attempts . . . 

 

Are just tricks to occupy the mind while consciousness does its thing: moving inexorably towards its 

liberation. Or not. 

 

So then it’s all for entertainment purposes only? 



 

Basically.2   

 

That doesn’t sound so bad. 

 

It’s not bad, it’s just not effective. Is playing solitaire while you’re pretending to be working bad?  

 

It is if your boss catches you. 

 

Yeah, it depends on your point of view. There’s plenty of room for spinning elaborate theories about 

dark sorcerers and inorganic entities siphoning off our psychic energy and using it to generate dream 

worlds to keep us distracted from the truth, and all that.  

 

Seems like you’ve done that already. 

 

Yes, and in my original piece, I speculated about how well-trained disinformation agents are leaving 

trails of clues for well-meaning alternate researchers and spiritual/shamanic teachers to pick up and 

naively arrange into persuasive systems of knowledge for hungry seekers to sign up for.  

 

That sounds like it might be embarrassing for some people. Would you include yourself in that? 

 

In a way. Even the idea of a second matrix belongs to the same realm of conceptual obfuscation that 

gave rise to a first matrix. So I could be compounding the confusion by adding ever subtler layers to the 

deception.  

 

The second matrix is an outer or inner layer of the first, right?  

 

Right. Like an onion. And my intent with this piece is to peel away all the layers of the onion, until 

there’s nothing left but tears.  

 

This is your second attempt at writing it. How’s it going so far? 

 

                                                           
2
 God, spirits, angels, devils; the psyche, archetypes, shamans, gurus, synchronicities, destiny, astrology. If we exist 

within a larger context of a living consciousness system (which is also just an idea), then all these things are just 
elaborate thought-forms generated by a fundamental schizophrenia (disconnectedness) underlying all “spiritual” 
beliefs. They may have some empirical existence—just as the tree that falls in an empty forest might make a 
sound—but then again, they may not. If we act as if they are real, we may “find out” that they are real. But all we 
have established with certainty is that our perceptions will support our beliefs; we haven’t confirmed that our 
perceptions are accurate. The only way to do that, and to access objective reality (find out if there is a sound when 
we are not there to hear it), is to drop all beliefs and perceive directly, without any filter of interpretation. But then 
we would have nothing to say about it, because “we” (our mind-generated selves) would no longer be present to 
speak about it. 



(ignores question) It doesn’t really matter how all this delusion came about, all that matters is that the 

tools we choose for our liberation are effective. And if they aren’t—as I think is the case with 98% of 

occult or spiritual teachings and philosophies—we should at least recognize it and admit that plastic 

shovels won’t build anything besides castles in the sand. 

 

You seem to be equating knowledge of good and evil with loss of innocence, and all that.  

 

Yeah. I know. I could be the Serpent, whispering in your ear: “Thou shalt NOT be as gods, so just forget 

ALL about that idea.” It’s possible. That’s up to the reader to decide. 

 

You can’t really expect people to get rid of all their knowledge and return to a primal state of innocence. 

Unless you’re recommending getting a lobotomy? 

 

No, I’m not suggesting anyone should get a lobotomy. Extremes are rarely the best way to proceed.  But 

what is doable is to approach knowledge with innocence, as a baby might. To start testing everything we 

come across to see what works and what doesn’t, how it works or why not, what’s hot and what’s cold, 

what tastes good when we stick it in our mouth, and so on.  

 

Less anal and more oral? 

 

[No response] 

 

So you’re saying that knowledge isn’t for discerning good and evil or right from wrong, but only for 

deciding what works and what doesn’t? 

 

Right. If we approach experience in this way, we can begin to let go, little by little, of all theoretical, 

philosophic, or moral interpretations—the false knowledge of religion, spirituality, occultism, 

synchromysticism, etc.— and all our personal systems of belief.  

 

Is there something wrong with trying to understand the Universe and place ourselves in meaningful 

relationship with it? 

 

The only thing wrong with it, in my opinion, is that it doesn’t work. 

 

Because it didn’t work for you? 

 

It’s an intoxicating possibility—a lot like Prometheus wresting fire from the gods. But the result seems to 

be more or less the same. Eternal bondage. All belief is a means to define ourselves by assigning labels 

and qualities to existence. That includes the belief that we don’t exist separate from a conscious, 

animistic Universe expressing itself to us and through us with everything it does. Synchromysticism is an 

experience that can be had—possibly—but it’s not one that can be talked about, much less turned into 

an article of belief or a philosophy—or a “movement.” 



 

So understanding doesn’t get us closer to the truth? 

 

What understanding does is it allows us to relate indirectly to the Universe via our own ideas about it. It 

creates a buffer. Knowledge-based understanding is like a doomed romance in which we unwittingly fall 

head over heels in love with our own projections. Like Narcissus, we wind up drowning in our own 

reflections.  

 

That’s rather morbid imagery.  

 

Sorry. 

 

You may alienate your readership.  

 

Yeah. 

 

It sounds almost moralistic.  

 

Not at all. 

 

Are you bitter about your own doomed romances? 

 

Look, can we get back to the subject? 

 

You mean the subject of how you are finding your voice? 

 

Um— 

 

So then you have to let me have my say too. I’m your other voice. 

 

Yeah, but— 

 

But? 

 

But we shouldn’t lose the thread. 

 

The question of knowledge? 

 

What it is and what it’s good for.  

 

Knowledge about knowledge? Sounds convoluted. 

 



Body knowledge and head knowledge. Knowledge and information. They’re not the same thing. 

Knowledge is power and information is a currency.  

 

So what’s the difference? 

 

Knowledge comes from within, information comes from without. 

 

So where did that pearl of wisdom come from then—inside or outside? 

 

I don’t know. I am learning to discern between my authentic voice and the false voice that’s supplanted 

it. I am learning by going back to basics. Knowledge of how to light a fire or of which plants are edible in 

the forest is real knowledge. Not only can it save your life (practical), it’s good for just about any 

circumstances and it doesn’t change much over time.  

 

Surely it’s not that cut and dried. 

 

No, there’s a sort of knowledge that’s less obviously practical that has to do with identifying features in 

your environment in order to navigate it, to predict weather, track animals, and so forth. Observing your 

surroundings in order to be in harmony with them.  

 

Like synchromystics, reading the signs? 3 

 

That would depend on whether your synchromystic is observing his or her environment while engaged 

with it, or simply immersed in movies, books, and other cultural artifacts.  

 

Aren’t you a long-time movie buff and film commentator yourself? 

 

Movies have always been a form of escapist fantasy for me.  By writing about them, I was able to extend 

the fantasy into real world activities and create an identity in the world—“movie shaman.” But I may 

have been going the wrong way down the rabbit hole, building a matrix within a matrix.  

 

Which is what you see the synchromystics doing? 

 

Maybe. Certainly I don’t want to be included in what they are doing because it seems sort of pointless. 

 

Why write a piece for this book then? 

 

                                                           
3
 There’s an overlap between obviously practical knowledge and more abstract or “mystical” knowledge, as when 

shamans read meaning into the flight of crows, and suchlike. Naturally this overlaps into “reading the signs” in our 
environment in a moment to moment way, as animism, synchromysticism and similar philosophies proscribe. 
Discernment is needed to know when such signs have practical meaning and value, and when they are fanciful or 
overly subjective. 



Well obviously I do want to be included, but only as a counter-voice. Defined by opposition. The thing is 

that I do apply the “synchromystic” perspective, although I don’t see the point in that word because it’s 

basically just Jung’s synchronicity turned into a lifestyle. As far as I can see, synchromystics haven’t 

added anything radical to Jung and Pauli’s idea, except maybe by applying it to pop culture, which is 

popularizing the idea and giving a “spiritual” rationale to sitting around watching movies and music 

videos. It isn’t necessarily that healthy or productive. On the positive side, being aware that the universe 

is continuously communicating with us can, at the very least, reduce a lot of stress by reminding us that 

we aren’t in control of our lives and that we don’t need to be. At best, it can even help us to make 

decisions in the moment according to seemingly random “messages” in our environment. As every 

person who’s practiced this knows, the more we observe “signs,” the more frequently they come to us. 

It’s a valid way of opening a dialogue with our environment. But I don’t see how it’s possible to turn this 

into a system, or even desirable. The whole point of a dialogue is that we are responding to what’s being 

“said,” and that can never be predicted—unless we are talking with a really boring person.4 

 

Isn’t it more about learning the language? 

 

I don’t think you can ever learn the language of the phenomenal Universe, because the possible 

combinations are infinite. 

 

Like a hundred monkeys writing the works of Shakespeare? 

 

Something like that. There may be a more or less unchanging set of rules to lighting a fire or gathering 

edible berries, it’s not the same when it comes to “softer” more mystical indications like omens and 

“coincidences.” The whole point is that the Universe is interfacing with our psyche, and that means our 

beliefs are co-creating the “language” which the Universe uses to communicate. 

 

So the Universe is telling us what we expect to hear? 

 

It’s like baby talk. The baby thinks the meaningless sounds a grown-up makes mean something because 

it doesn’t have a grasp on meaning yet. And a baby imitates babble then learns to imitate “real” 

language. But real language only means something because grown-ups have agreed on the meanings. 

The word tree doesn’t really “mean” tree. If it did, it would be a universal symbol. It’s not. It’s 

completely arbitrary.  

 

So this is a lesser sort of knowledge? 

 

                                                           
4
 Speaking personally, I often notice license plates on cars and regularly look for meaning in them—recurring 

numbers or letters that spell words or could be acronyms, or initials of a name. If I see my name on an 
advertisement or a gravestone, it resonates with me as having special meaning, in that moment at least, and I will 
factor it into my thoughts and even decisions. It’s not something I would ever want to make a system out of, 
however, and it’s really more in the nature of entertainment than a serious discipline. 



It’s information but not knowledge. Information often isn’t based in anything real and it has a 

temporary, arbitrary nature. But it can also save your life. An obvious example would be knowing a 

secret password while passing through enemy territory. The word itself has no intrinsic value, but 

knowing it can mean the difference between life and death.5 Occult symbols, words of power, God-

names, and so forth, belong to the category of essentially arbitrary information. They have no real 

correspondence with the natural world, but they are useful when navigating a system of control in 

which such terms have been assigned meaning and power.  

 

Like money. 

 

Yeah, in our current social system, money has a purely symbolic value, but it’s entirely real in its effects. 

The key to using this sort of information or currency is being able to discard it and forget all about it 

once it has served its purpose. That means recognizing that it’s only information, and not true 

knowledge.6 

 

So the mind is the arbitrator that decides what’s true knowledge and what’s information? 

 

Kind of, but only by referring to the body. Real knowledge is innate: how to light a fire or recognize 

edible plants is part of the body’s storehouse of knowledge, its genetic “heritage.” Information isn’t 

innate—it comes from outside us and shapes our perceptions of the natural world.  

 

It in-forms us.  

 

Yes. Tradition creates its own “form,” a morphogenetic field that’s like a matrix of interpretations which 

comes between humans and their environment. In a word, culture.  

 

Tradition and legacies.  

 

When knowledge is gathered and turned into a “body,” a system, it atrophies. In order to live up to the 

“trophies” of the past and honor them, people begin to unconsciously alter their perceptions of the 

present to stay true to “tradition.” They become slaves to knowledge. This is the same with any ancient, 
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 Another, more concrete example of information that can save your life would be noticing where the exits are in a 

building, which can come in handy if a fire breaks out . This isn’t true knowledge because the building is an artifact 
that is not a part of the natural world—it’s information that is only good for one set of circumstances. 
6
 Western astrology is an interesting case study because it’s a mix of both “real,” astronomical knowledge and 

arbitrary, symbolic information which provides the archetypal associations of the planets with the gods of 
mythology, etc. Astrology is like an esoteric decoding system for more mundane, astronomical data: while the 
astronomical information is constant and empirical, the ciphers of astrology are more varied and subjective. Mars 
is not “actually” a god of war but a planet of such and such a size, so many miles from the sun, etc. There is a 
creative element in assigning god-names to planets, and if the gods exist at all, the descriptions of them passed 
down to us are only descriptions. They are only as reliable as the individuals who passed them down to us. 



or even current, system of belief which we allow to define us. Knowledge is like a butterfly: the only way 

to fix it is to kill it.7 

 

The matrix cannot tell us who we are. 

 

Unless we let it.  

 

So what does living knowledge look like? 

 

Living knowledge is anything that leads to enlightenment.  

 

The truth that sets us free? It sounds a bit dualistic.  

 

Language always does. 

 

I see the difference between a live butterfly and a dead one, or knowledge that’s written down in a book 

and knowledge that’s experienced or communicated in the present moment. But is it an absolute 

difference? 

 

A dead butterfly can’t fly; that’s pretty absolute. 

 

At a superficial level, maybe. But as Dr. Manhattan said in Watchmen, a live body and a dead body 

contain the same number of particles. Structurally, there’s no discernible difference. Life and death are 

unquantifiable abstracts. Why should I be concerned? 

 

Um… 

 

And as human beings aren’t we made up of recycled atoms of dead stars? 

 

Um... 

 

Doesn’t that imply that so-called “dead knowledge” is structurally no different from live knowledge? And 

whether you are connecting to the Universe “directly,” via engagement with life, or indirectly by 

watching movies, isn’t it still consciousness interfacing with consciousness? 

 

That seems like a bit of a reach to me. But each to their own. Dr. Manhattan had a partner, didn’t he? 
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 Astrology is the legacy of the ancients. It’s probably not only the oldest “science” but also the original religion. 

Western astrology as a system of knowledge is out of date and yet it still “works.” If the ancients believed in 
astrology because they saw that it worked, then today, to some degree at least, the situation is reversed: it works 
because we believe in it, not as individuals but collectively. We have inherited the in-formation of that ancient 
legacy through tradition. Astrology is like a collective, systematized memory of events. It is based on repeated 
methods being fixed into a formula and then applied to the present and to the future. 



 

Laurie something.  

 

He wasn’t having it off with corpses. So there’s theory and then there’s practice. If you can’t or won’t 

practice the theory, it’s probably worthless.  

 

So you’re positing another dichotomy: theoretical knowledge vs. practical knowledge? 

 

It’s the same thing. A pinned butterfly is a theoretical butterfly. You have to let a butterfly be a butterfly 

to have practical knowledge of it. 

 

I think I’ve lost the point of this discussion.  

 

The point is that most spiritual seekers and occult students, aspirants, et al, believe that knowledge 

leads to understanding and that acquiring knowledge (the right kind) increases understanding. 

Eventually, so the belief goes, an increase in knowledge and understanding will lead to enlightenment.  

 

And you don’t agree with that? 

 

All the evidence suggests that, unless it’s passed on by living beings, knowledge and understanding do 

not lead to enlightenment but only to an increase in knowledge and understanding.  

 

This is something which knowledge and understanding have lead you to? 

 

I’ve gained the knowledge that knowledge is insufficient, and the understanding that understanding is 

limited.  

 

Is that practical or theoretical knowledge? 

 

Practical. It signifies the end of a certain kind of questing. 

 

So what leads to freedom and enlightenment if not knowledge or understanding?  

 

If you want to be warm, follow heat; if you want to quench your thirst, follow water. Living knowledge 

can’t be categorized, systematized or reduced to language, symbols, or any kind of teaching or belief. It 

isn’t a set of facts or principles but a conscious, intelligent energy. It can’t be bound or grasped by 

human understanding or by anything else. It comes to us and comes through us when and where it 

chooses. Not because of our knowledge or understanding but in spite of it, or at least wholly 

independent of it.8 
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 This conscious, intelligent energy has been called “the Enlightenment Transmission” by the spiritual teacher Dave 

Oshana. Oshana’s point of view is that, since it is the source-energy and the source-consciousness from which all 



 

So then we may as well just sit around and watch movies? 

 

There may be a certain kind of knowledge and understanding that can help us prepare for this “contact” 

experience. If so, it’s not found in movies or TV shows, any more than in holy books or occult grimoires.  

 

Why not? Aren’t they part of the conscious Universe too? 

 

The nature of living knowledge is that it’s always new, always specific to the individual, and always 

arising from the circumstances of the moment. No system or artifact can be assembled out of it. The 

best thing we can do to prepare for contact is to make room for it by clearing out all the outdated 

systems of knowledge and beliefs and erroneous “understandings” (assumptions) about existence and 

ourselves. That’s all we can do. But it’s also all we need to do.9  

 

You’re claiming that synchromysticism and other spiritual, occult philosophies are only adding noise to 

the signal? 

 

While pretending to be deciphering the signal, yes. Living knowledge is not constructive, it’s destructive. 

It is not accumulative but reductive. It arrives in our lives like an exterminator to the cockroaches of 

conceptual thought and it leaves no survivors. It sets us free because it cancels out all that is not it, 

leaving us with only the tiniest kernel of true knowledge, the knowledge that we can’t know anything at 

all. We can only be known.  

 

In the Biblical sense of the word? 

 

Maybe. It’s a sort of cosmic consummation, perhaps like being absorbed into the Body of Christ. It’s by 

being known that we are finally consumed by the quest. Then we can ourselves become living 

knowledge. 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
things emanate, nothing can exist without the Transmission. To gain access to it and to be touched by it, we have 
only to follow our senses and our awareness back to their source. 
9
 Living knowledge belongs to the body and not the mind. It’s not possible to think about what we know, because 

to think at all is to doubt. The mind is made of thought and thought is what divides. Because words always refer to 
thinking processes, there is an inescapable conundrum for every writer, which is that every sentence leads to its 
own contradiction. 


