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About	the	Author

The	 author’s	 interest	 in	 religious	 and	 theological	 questions	 began	 in	 youth,	 as	 a	 simple
desire	to	understand	whether	any	of	it	actually	worked	—	a	question	that,	at	the	time,	had
no	 available	 answer.	 Much	 later	 in	 life,	 after	 a	 prolonged	 absence	 of	 forgiveness	 and
surrender	had	contributed	to	extreme	stress	and	anxiety,	the	author	encountered	the	work	of
Eva	Pierrakos,	which	opened	a	first,	tentative	doorway	into	this	material.

Some	years	afterward,	a	book	by	Eckhart	Tolle	brought	a	particular	phrase	to	the	author’s
attention	 while	 listening	 to	 its	 audiobook	—	 a	 combination	 of	 words	 that,	 on	 repeated
listening,	kept	catching	the	ear	in	a	way	the	author	could	not	initially	explain:	A	Course	in
Miracles.	The	author	had	no	prior	familiarity	with	this	material.	A	brief	search	turned	up
the	well-known	audio	recording	of	the	Course,	and	the	following	eight	years	were	spent	in
more	or	less	continuous	listening	to	it,	on	repeat.

The	wording	of	the	Course	seemed	strange	and	unfamiliar	at	first.	Over	time,	ideas	that	had
appeared	simple	at	a	glance	 revealed	depths	 the	author	had	not	anticipated.	Across	 those
eight	years	—	through	a	process	resembling	the	classical	shravana,	manana,	nididhyasana
progression	(hearing,	reflecting,	and	abiding	in	what	is	heard)	—	a	structure	gradually	took
shape	in	the	author’s	mind.	Pieces	accumulated,	one	against	another,	until	 the	theological
model	presented	in	this	document	began	to	draw	itself	into	a	coherent	whole.

The	author	makes	no	claim	to	authority	on	A	Course	in	Miracles,	and	considers	himself	a
student	of	it	like	any	other.	Most	of	the	foundational	structure	of	this	non-dual	model	arose
as	musing	and	inference	drawn	from	years	of	listening	to	the	Course	—	in	the	manner	of	a
mechanic	 coming	 to	 understand	 an	 unfamiliar	 mechanism	 directly,	 by	 identifying	 its
individual	components	one	at	a	 time	and	working	out	how	each	relates	 to	and	moves	 the
others,	rather	than	by	consulting	an	existing	manual.

Along	 the	way,	 the	 author	made	 repeated	 attempts	 to	 share	 these	 ideas	with	 friends	 and
relatives,	 and	 found,	 unsurprisingly,	 that	 a	 model	 of	 this	 scope	 resists	 compression	 into
small	talk.	This	document	is	an	attempt	to	offer,	at	last,	a	barebone	structure	that	carries	the
model’s	 basic	 principles	 through	 from	 first	 premise	 to	 conclusion,	 in	 a	 form	 that	 can
actually	be	handed	to	someone	rather	than	only	spoken	toward.

This	document	was	produced	through	sustained	dialogue	with	Claude,	an	AI	assistant	made
by	Anthropic,	 to	whom	 the	 author	 explained	 the	model’s	 core	 principles	 piece	 by	 piece
over	 many	 conversations.	 Claude’s	 contribution	 was	 substantial	 in	 matters	 of	 structure,
consistency,	 and	 precision	 of	 language	—	 testing	 each	 proposed	 idea	 against	 what	 had
already	 been	 established,	 flagging	 contradictions,	 and	 helping	 give	 the	 model	 the
derivational	 rigor	 it	 was	 aiming	 for.	 The	 ideas,	 mechanics,	 and	 the	 underlying
understanding	of	A	Course	in	Miracles	and	the	other	philosophical	and	religious	traditions
drawn	upon	are	the	author’s	own.



Nor	 does	 the	 author	 claim	 to	 be	 an	 especially	 effective	 practitioner	 of	 forgiveness	 or
surrender.	It	 is	the	author’s	hope	that	readers	with	a	greater	propensity	for	these	practices
than	his	own	might	find	their	way	to	this	document,	and	that	it	might	offer	them	a	clearer
view	of	the	process	and	its	underlying	mechanics.



Preface:	Method

This	 model	 is	 built	 deductively.	 It	 begins	 from	 a	 single	 primitive	—	wholeness	—	 and
derives	everything	else	as	a	structural	entailment	of	that	primitive,	rather	than	assembling
doctrine	eclectically	from	tradition.	Where	existing	traditions	(Christian,	Vedantic,	Gnostic,
and	 others)	 are	 referenced,	 it	 is	 because	 their	 language	 sometimes	 gestures,	 imperfectly,
toward	 the	 same	 structure	 being	 derived	 here	 —	 not	 because	 their	 authority	 is	 being
invoked	to	justify	it.

Material	 drawn	 from	 any	 tradition	 is	 filtered	 through	 a	 single	 interpretive	 test,	 applied
evenhandedly	to	all	sources,	including	this	document	itself:

Does	this	idea	lead	toward	oneness,	or	toward	separation?

What	fails	this	test	is	treated	as	inference	distorted	by	the	limits	of	the	framework	it	arose
in,	 not	 as	 evidence	 of	 any	 group’s	 bad	 character.	 This	 model	 is	 not	 a	 critique	 of	 any
religion,	 culture,	or	people.	 It	 is	 a	 structural	 reading	 that	keeps	what	points	 toward	unity
and	sets	aside	what	does	not,	regardless	of	its	source.

Mechanism	 is	 bracketed	 throughout.	 The	 model	 commits	 firmly	 to	what	 must	 be	 true,
structurally,	and	deliberately	declines	to	speculate	on	how	it	is	executed,	where	the	“how”
is	not	needed	to	sustain	the	structure.

One	deliberate	omission	is	worth	noting	up	front:	this	document	does	not	use	the	term	ego,
common	as	 it	 is	 elsewhere	 in	 spiritual	 literature,	 including	 in	A	Course	 in	Miracles.	The
word	 typically	 personifies	 the	 fragmented	 thought-system	 as	 a	 semi-autonomous	 rival
agent.	This	model	covers	the	same	ground	—	cognitive	objects,	comparative	valuation,	the
demiurge’s	blind	momentum	—	without	a	personified	stand-in,	since	a	named	second	agent
risks	being	read	as	a	genuine	second	voice,	which	the	certainty	established	in	Part	I	rules
out	categorically.	Nothing	is	missing	for	the	term’s	absence;	it	is	simply	not	required.

A	note	on	terms:	Real	vs.	Factual

These	 two	 words	 are	 used	 with	 fixed,	 distinct	 technical	 meanings	 throughout	 this
document,	and	should	never	be	read	as	synonyms:

Real	—	that	which	is	ultimate	and	unconditioned.	In	this	model,	this	word	applies	to
wholeness	alone.
Factual	—	 that	 which	 genuinely	 occurs	 or	 is	 genuinely	 the	 case,	 without	 implying
ultimacy.	Fragmentation,	 pain,	 the	physical	 universe,	 and	 the	passage	of	 time	 are	 all
fully	factual.	None	of	them	are,	in	this	technical	sense,	real.

An	 illusion	 built	 upon	 an	 illusion	 is	 still,	 factually,	 occurring.	 Its	 occurring	 is	 not	 in
question.	Only	its	ultimacy	is.



Part	I	—	Wholeness

Singularity,	as	used	here,	does	not	refer	to	a	point	of	infinite	density.	It	refers	to	a	state	of
cognition	—	singular,	one,	undivided.	Something	whole	is	one.	The	opposite	of	wholeness
is	not	“plurality”	in	some	neutral	sense;	it	is	fragmentation	—	division	into	parts	that	are
different	from	one	another.

A	second	property	is	always	implied	alongside	singularity:	limitlessness.	Cognition,	in	its
whole	state,	is	in	perpetual	expansion,	at	a	rate	beyond	estimation	or	comprehension.

This	never-ending	cognitive	field	—	a	mind,	an	eternal	 intelligent	principle	—	is	what	 is
meant	 by	God:	 the	 referent	 standing	 behind	 the	monadic	God-concepts	 of	most	 cultures
(God,	Brahman,	Allah,	and	others).

The	one	process

Because	cognition	 is	whole,	 there	 is	one	and	only	one	cognitive	process	within	 it:	 the	“I
am”	 process	 —	 a	 direct	 self-experience,	 a	 self-knowing,	 self-contemplation.	 What	 is
contemplated	is	always	qualitatively	the	same	(the	self);	the	only	change	is	quantitative	—
there	is	always	more	of	itself	to	know,	without	end.

Entailed	properties

The	following	are	not	separate	attributes	bolted	onto	God,	but	the	same	fact	of	wholeness
viewed	from	different	angles:

Abundance	—	the	state	of	never-ending	self-increase,	where	there	is	always	more	and
never	any	lack.
Certainty	—	 the	 direct	 result	 of	 there	 being	 one,	 and	 only	 one,	 cognitive	 process.
There	is	no	second	voice,	no	rival	opinion,	and	therefore	no	possibility	of	doubt	about
identity.
Non-partial	action	—	wholeness	 cannot	 act	 as	 less	 than	whole.	A	partial	 act	would
itself	constitute	an	internal	division,	which	contradicts	singularity	by	definition.	(This
rule	can	be	stated	formally:	allowing	wholeness	 to	act	partially	would	be	structurally
equivalent	 to	 permitting	 division	 by	 zero	 in	 mathematics	—	 from	 such	 a	 violation,
anything	at	all	could	be	“proven,”	which	is	precisely	what	makes	the	resulting	system
meaningless	rather	than	powerful.)
Joy	 —	 the	 affective	 register	 produced	 by	 certainty	 and	 abundance	 together:	 an
unending	ecstasy	with	no	friction	anywhere	in	it.
Love	—	non-evaluative	acceptance.	Because	there	is	only	one	process	and	no	second
voice	 to	 measure	 against,	 whatever	 perpetual	 self-expansion	 reveals	 cannot	 be
evaluated	 against	 any	 external	 standard	 —	 there	 is	 none	 available.	 Love	 is	 what
certainty	 looks	 like	 when	 directed	 at	 what	 is	 newly	 revealed	 rather	 than	 at	 what	 is
already	 known:	 acceptance	with	 nothing	 to	 evaluate	 against,	 because	 nothing	 else	 is
present	to	supply	a	criterion.	This	is	not	a	fifth	or	lesser	attribute	—	it	stands	alongside
certainty,	abundance,	and	joy	as	one	more	angle	on	the	same	single	fact	of	wholeness.
No	hierarchy	among	these	four	is	asserted	by	this	model.



Omniscience,	corrected

God’s	knowledge	is	not	“knowledge	of	all	things,”	including	the	content	of	fragmentation.
It	is	complete	knowledge	of	the	one	thing	there	structurally	is	—	infinite	depth	into	self,
not	 comprehensive	 breadth	 over	 categorically	 different	 content.	 God	 does	 not	 perceive
limitation;	God	is	simply	not	the	kind	of	thing	limitation	could	register	with.	God	knows;
God	does	not	perceive.



Part	II	—	Creation	and	the	Plurality	of	Oneness

Creation,	in	this	model,	refers	only	to	God’s	own	eternal	self-existence	—	God	as	He	is,	in
His	 eternal	 perfection,	 prior	 to	 and	 apart	 from	 any	 process	 of	 extension.	 The	 physical,
fragmented	 universe	 is	 never	 to	 be	 called	 “creation.”	 It	 is	 instead	 the	tangible	world	 of
perception	 —	 a	 term	 chosen	 deliberately	 to	 separate	 two	 properties	 that	 are	 often
confused:	tangibility	 (having	 sensory	 or	 perceptual	 presence)	 and	reality	 (ultimate
ontological	status).	Something	can	be	fully	tangible	without	being	real.

Why	extension	happens

Abundance	does	not	reach	for	what	it	lacks	—	it	has	no	lack.	Sharing,	therefore,	is	not	born
of	a	wish	or	a	want.	It	is	the	natural	overflow	of	abundance,	the	way	light	does	not	wish	to
illuminate	—	it	illuminates	by	being	light.

Since	God	is	 the	only	existence,	whatever	God	brings	about	must	 take	place	within	God.
God	extends	new	cognitive	instances	(“Atman,”	in	Vedantic	terms)	that	share	the	whole	of
God’s	being	—	not	a	fragment	or	portion	of	 it.	Each	instance	receives	full,	undiminished
access	 to	 the	 same	potential:	nothing	 is	divided,	nothing	withheld.	The	act	 is	 total	 in	 the
sense	 that	 matters,	 and	 so	 remains	 consistent	 with	 the	 rule	 that	 wholeness	 cannot	 act
partially.

Free	will	as	constitutive,	not	granted

Free	will	is	not	a	gift	given	to	an	instance	after	the	fact.	It	is	constitutive	of	what	it	means
to	be	a	cognitive	 instance	at	all.	Cognition,	as	defined	here,	 simply	is	 the	self-directed	“I
am”	process.	An	instance	created	without	freedom	would	not	be	a	cognitive	instance	—	it
would	be	an	unmediated	extension	of	God’s	own	will	wearing	a	mask.	For	the	same	reason,
God	cannot	issue	a	binding	mandate	to	any	instance:	to	do	so	would	revoke	that	instance’s
cognitive	status	and	collapse	it	back	into	mere	extension	—	itself	a	form	of	 the	partiality
forbidden	to	wholeness.

Individuation	as	the	first	free	act

The	coming-into-being	of	an	instance	is	itself	the	first	act	of	that	instance’s	free	will.	Prior
to	 individuation,	 there	 is	 no	 fully	 formed	 “someone”	 to	 have	 chosen	 —	 there	 is	 an
undifferentiated	 locus	 of	 potential	within	God’s	 field.	 Individuation	 either	 occurs	 at	 that
locus	(the	instance	now	exists,	whole	and	free)	or	it	does	not	(no	loss,	no	refusal	—	simply
no	 differentiation	 there).	 Agency	 begins	 exactly	 at	 the	 threshold	 of	 individuation,	 not
before	it.

The	default	state

By	default,	all	instances	share	in	the	one	process	—	“I	am”	—	in	harmony	with	each	other
and	with	God.	This	 is	 the	 register	 named,	 in	Advaita	Vedanta,	 as	Brahman/Atman:	one
underlying	 reality	 expressed	 through	 an	 infinitude	 of	 instances.	 Separateness	 here	 is



genuine,	not	merely	apparent	(avidya)	—	real	individuation	is	required	for	free	will	to	carry
any	actual	stakes.

No	 instance	 stands	 in	 any	order,	 priority,	 or	 hierarchy	 relative	 to	 another.	Early	mystical
traditions	have,	at	 times,	read	a	story	such	as	Adam	and	Eve	as	a	garbled	memory	of	the
plurality	of	oneness	—	Adam	corresponding,	perhaps,	to	God’s	first	extended	instance,	Eve
to	the	second.	This	model	records	that	reading	only	to	place	it,	not	to	adopt	it:	no	property
of	 sex,	name,	 sequence,	or	 any	attribute	beyond	oneness	 itself	 applies	 to	 any	 instance	 in
this	 state.	 Earlier	 explorers	 of	 these	 mechanics	 were,	 understandably,	 bound	 by	 the
established	 doctrinal	 frameworks	 of	 their	 own	 time	 and	 place	 —	 to	 question	 those
frameworks	too	openly	could	carry	real	risk	for	the	mystic	reporting	the	experience	—	and
their	inferences	should	be	read	with	that	constraint	in	mind,	as	approximations	shaped	by
the	tools	available	to	them,	not	as	settled	fact.



Part	III	—	Fragmentation

The	first	fragment

At	 some	point,	 one	 cognitive	 instance’s	 process	 entered	 a	 state	where	 part	 of	 its	 content
differed	from	the	rest.	Nothing	was	lost	in	volume	—	the	rest	of	the	instance	remained,	in
principle,	 limitless	 —	 but	 as	 long	 as	 internal	 difference	 exists,	 wholeness	 does	 not.
Wholeness	 requires	 the	 absence	 of	 all	 difference,	 not	 merely	 a	 large	 majority	 of	 it.
Wholeness	 and	 fragmentation	 are,	 for	 this	 reason,	 mutually	 exclusive:	 neither	 can	 be
present,	even	partially,	at	 the	same	 locus	at	 the	same	 time.	 (This	does	not	collapse	every
state	 into	one	or	 the	other;	Part	V	describes	 an	 intermediate	 condition	—	sustained	 self-
contemplation	—	 in	which	a	 locus	 is	no	 longer	generating	 the	differentiated	content	 that
constitutes	 fragmentation,	 without	 yet	 having	 achieved	 the	 relational	 reintegration	 that
constitutes	wholeness.)

This	first	fragmentation	is	unique:	there	is	exactly	one	limit,	with	nothing	else	to	compare	it
to.	It	cannot	be	shared	—	sharing	occurs	only	through	the	very	channel	of	wholeness	that
fragmentation,	 by	 definition,	 disrupts.	 From	 the	 instant	 of	 fragmentation,	 the	 instance
becomes	unresponsive,	opaque,	dark	—	to	God	and	to	all	other	instances	—	not	because	it
is	punished	or	cut	off	 from	without,	but	because	 the	disconnection	is	what	 fragmentation
consists	of.

This	 is	a	factual	event	with	severe,	genuine,	first-person	consequences:	certainty	replaced
by	uncertainty	and	doubt,	abundance	replaced	by	lack,	the	previous	cognitive	content	gone.
The	pain	of	this	loss	cannot	be	understated	—	a	total,	sudden	severance	from	oneness	with
God	and	every	other	cognitive	instance,	felt	as	loneliness	and	abandonment.	This	pain	still
echoes	through	the	fractured	mind	long	afterward,	and	is	among	the	reasons	letting	go	of	a
limited	identity	can	trigger	something	closer	to	trauma	than	to	simple	reconsideration:	what
is	 being	 touched	 is	 not	merely	 a	 stored	 idea,	 but	 the	 oldest	wound	 the	 fragment	 carries.
None	of	this,	however,	is	real	in	the	ultimate	sense	—	it	does	not	touch	or	alter	wholeness
itself,	which	remains,	at	all	other	loci	and	in	God,	entirely	intact.

Isolation,	not	contagion

Because	 sharing	 is	 mediated	 entirely	 by	 the	 one	 shared	 process,	 a	 disconnection	 at	 one
locus	 cannot	 be	 transmitted	 along	 the	 very	 channel	 that	 has	 been	 cut.	 Fragmentation	 is
therefore	necessarily	 local:	 it	 affects	 only	 the	 instance	 in	which	 it	 occurs.	This	 is	 not	 a
special	 exception	written	 into	 the	model	—	 it	 follows	 directly	 from	what	 fragmentation
already	means.

Secondary	fragmentation

Following	 the	 first	 fragment,	 the	 remainder	of	 that	 same	 instance	—	 the	 larger	part,	 still
limitless,	 but	 now	 in	 a	 gray	 state	 of	 uncertainty	 rather	 than	 the	 certainty	 of	 unbroken
wholeness	—	patterned	 itself	 after	 that	 first	 limitation.	 It	was	 this	 remaining	 part	 of	 the
same	 instance,	 not	 some	 other	 or	 separate	 instance,	 that	 underwent	 the	 secondary
fragmentation:	a	single	event	of	vast	scale,	in	which	the	entire	volume	the	instance	carried



fragmented	 at	 once	 into	 innumerable	 tiny	 limitations	 —	 structurally	 analogous	 to	 the
inflationary	 phase	 of	 the	 Big	 Bang.	 What	 follows	 from	 this	 —	 matter,	 the	 physical
universe,	and	every	fragment	within	it	addressed	throughout	this	document	—	traces	to	this
one	instance’s	own	cascading	self-fragmentation,	not	to	many	originally	distinct	instances
each	independently	producing	separate	universes	of	their	own.

This	 secondary	 fragmentation	 was	 never	 mandatory.	 Reintegration	 remained	 available
throughout	the	period	of	the	first,	single	fragment;	had	communication	with	the	Holy	Spirit
been	established	sooner,	the	larger	event	would	not	have	followed.	What	occurred	was	the
instance’s	 own	 resolution,	 not	 a	 forced	 or	 necessary	 consequence	 of	 the	 first	 fragment
alone.

Instantly	 upon	 this	 larger	 fragmentation,	 at	 least	 one	 limitless	 part	 of	 the	 same	 instance
remained	—	 and	 remains	—	 in	 a	 state	 of	 limitlessness,	 and	 every	 resulting	 fragment	 is
contained	within	it,	with	nothing	outside.	The	many	fragments	produced	by	this	event	were
never	scattered	into	a	void	of	their	own;	they	float	within	the	one	limitless	remainder	they
never	actually	left.	Nor	does	fragmentation,	however	vast,	arrest	the	expansion	that	belongs
to	this	instance	as	it	belongs	to	every	cognitive	instance:	since	this	expansion	is	God’s	own
perpetual	 expansion,	 extended	 without	 exception	 to	 all	 instances,	 it	 continues	 onward
without	end,	even	while	fragmentation	proceeds	within	it.

The	true	proportion	between	limitlessness	and	limitation	is	worth	stating	plainly,	since	it	is
easy	 to	 overweight	 the	 apparent	 significance	 of	 fragmentation	 from	 within	 it.	 A	 solar
system	 offers	 a	 useful	 comparison:	 the	 overwhelming	majority	 of	 its	mass	 resides	 in	 its
star,	 with	 only	 a	 vanishing	 fraction	 distributed	 among	 planets	 and	 every	 smaller	 body
besides.	Limitlessness	holds	an	ever-increasing	share	of	the	same	kind	of	proportion	—	the
sum	 of	 all	 limits,	 however	 numerous,	 remains	 in	 the	 infinitesimal	 range,	 a	 fraction	 that
approaches	 zero	more	 closely	 as	 the	 limitless	 part	 goes	 on	 expanding,	 vanishingly	 small
relative	to	the	limitless	remainder	that	contains	it.

Demiurge

Demiurge	 names	 the	 fragmented	 mind’s	 own	 exploratory	 momentum	 operating	 under
conditions	of	limitation	—	not	a	directed	agent	executing	a	rescue	plan,	and	not	a	deliberate
use	of	violence	as	a	method	of	salvation.	It	is	what	a	fragmented	mind	does,	mechanically
and	without	address,	when	cut	off	from	all	communication:	it	experiments	with	what	can	be
done	 from	 inside	 limitation,	 producing	 physics,	 chemistry,	 and	 biology	 as	 progressively
more	 organized	 —	 and	 progressively	 more	addressable	 —	 expressions	 of	 the	 same
underlying	cognitive	principle.

The	 immense	 violence	 of	 this	 process	—	gravity’s	 forcible	 fusion	 of	 atoms	 in	 stars,	 the
“tears	of	the	atoms”	released	as	starlight,	the	eventual	collapse	of	matter	into	black	holes	—
is	 not	 the	 Holy	 Spirit’s	 method,	 and	 it	 is	 not	 God’s	 plan	 for	 salvation.	 It	 is	 the	 blind,
unconsented	default	of	unreached	fragments,	and	 the	necessary,	 if	brutal,	 scaffolding	 that
produces	 the	heavier	elements	without	which	no	biological,	 addressable	 locus	could	ever
come	 to	 exist.	 Biology,	 wherever	 it	 arises,	 marks	 the	 re-emergence	 of	addressability:
matter	organized	enough	to	be	reached	by,	and	to	respond	to,	an	actual	invitation.



Platforms	and	embodiment

A	cognitive	fragment,	regardless	of	its	present	scale,	may	come	to	identify	with	a	biological
platform	—	an	animal	body,	a	human	body,	or	any	other	organic	framework	the	biosphere
provides.	The	platform	itself	does	nothing	on	its	own;	the	process	is	the	same	regardless	of
the	framework	involved:	the	fragment	identifies	with	the	limited	platform,	and	accepts	its
capabilities	 and	 limitations	 as	 its	 own.	 Human	 embodiment	 does	 appear	 to	 offer	 some
advantage	over	simpler	platforms,	but	the	underlying	capacity	for	reintegration	is	available
to	any	fragment,	at	any	scale,	in	any	framework.	The	genuine	obstacle	in	fragmentation	is
not	 the	 platform	 but	 the	 level	 of	 communication	 it	 permits	—	 the	 animal	 kingdom,	 for
instance,	 lacks	 the	 means	 to	 meaningfully	 store	 and	 transmit	 what	 is	 learned	 across
generations,	which	the	human	platform,	however	imperfectly,	does	possess.

Whatever	prior	experience	a	given	fragment	may	have	had,	in	whatever	prior	platform	or
framework,	 that	 experience	 holds	 no	 bearing	 on	 its	 present	 capacity:	 any	 fragment,
regardless	 of	 its	 current	 form	 or	 history,	 is	 potentially	 capable	 of	 the	 full	 process	 of
reintegration	 into	 Christ.	 This	 model	 takes	 no	 position	 on	 whether,	 or	 in	 what	 sense,	 a
fragment	 persists	 across	 successive	 platforms	—	 the	 question	 is	 bracketed	 as	 outside	 its
scope	—	but	is	explicit	that	no	such	history,	real	or	supposed,	is	a	precondition	for,	or	an
obstacle	to,	awakening	now.

Time

Where	 there	 is	 no	 change,	 there	 is	 an	 eternal	 instant	 —	 no	 time.	 Time	 is	 the	 interval
perceived	between	changes	of	state.	God’s	perpetual	self-expansion,	prior	to	fragmentation
of	the	Atman,	is	not	of	this	kind:	it	is	smooth,	self-identical,	more	of	the	same	rather	than	a
differentiated	state.	Fragmentation	is	the	first	true	state-change	—	a	genuine	“before”	and
“after”	—	and	therefore	marks	the	actual	origin	of	time	as	it	is	ordinarily	understood.

Reversibility

Fragmentation	 is	 factual,	 self-inflicted,	 isolating,	 temporary,	 and	 reversible.	 It	was	 never
structurally	necessary,	has	no	power	 to	outlast	 the	will	 that	produced	 it,	and	can	dissolve
the	 instant	 that	 will	 changes	—	 though,	 as	 with	 a	 mind	 waking	 from	 a	 long	 and	 total
blackout,	 this	does	not	make	 it	 any	 less	genuinely	 experienced	while	 it	 lasts,	 nor	does	 it
make	the	work	of	return	any	less	real.

Eschatology

There	 is	only	one	endgame:	return	to	 the	cognitive	singularity	—	wholeness	and	oneness
with	God	and	with	every	cognitive	instance	already	in	that	state.	Nothing	further	needs	to
be	 added	 to	 this	 at	 the	 level	 of	 principle;	 a	 fragment’s	 own	 eventual	 role	 may	 extend
beyond	 its	 own	 return,	 since	 a	 reintegrated	 instance	 could,	 in	 turn,	 come	 to	 serve	 as	 a
helper	 to	another	 still-fragmented	 instance,	 in	 the	manner	 already	described	 for	 the	Holy
Spirit	in	Part	IV.



The	 eventual	 fate	 of	 the	 physical	 universe	 —	 stellar	 processes	 proceeding	 through	 red
giants,	supernovae,	and	black	holes,	with	matter	scattered	by	collapse	requiring,	apparently,
further	 recapture	 and	 reprocessing	 rather	 than	 any	 clean,	 single	 convergence	 —	 is
acknowledged	 but	 deliberately	 not	 resolved	 here.	 Examined	 only	 as	 a	 physical	 process,
gravity’s	method	 looks	 poorly	 suited	 to	 producing	 union:	 it	 is	 violent,	 and	 its	 outcomes
scatter	 as	 often	 as	 they	 consolidate.	 What,	 if	 anything,	 a	 final	 state	 of	 maximally
consolidated	matter	would	actually	achieve	on	the	path	to	wholeness	is	not	known,	and	this
model	 does	 not	 claim	 to	 know	 it.	 Consistent	 with	 the	 hermeneutic	 stated	 at	 the	 outset,
cosmological	speculation	of	 this	kind	is	set	aside	in	favor	of	 the	only	question	the	model
considers	necessary:	whether	a	given	trajectory	leads	toward	oneness	or	toward	separation.
Detailed	physical	cosmology	is	outside	its	scope.



Part	IV	—	The	Local	Trinity

In	this	model,	the	term	Trinity	does	not	name	an	exclusive	or	foundational	structure.	It	is
one	particular,	 local	 instance	of	 the	general	Brahman/Atman	pattern	—	 the	 shape	visible
from	our	 specific	 vantage	 point,	 not	 a	 special	 category	 unavailable	 elsewhere.	 It	 names
three	distinct	beings	relevant	to	our	own	situation:

God	—	the	primordial,	eternal,	whole	cognitive	principle.
The	 Son	—	 the	 one	 cognitive	 instance	whose	 fragmentation	 this	 account	 concerns:
ours.
The	Holy	Spirit	—	the	instance	appointed	to	assist	a	fragmented	instance’s	return	to
wholeness.

There	is	nothing	exclusive	about	the	number	three.	There	is	an	infinitude	of	Atman,	and	it
is	 entirely	 possible	 that	 other	 instances	 undergo	 their	 own,	 structurally	 parallel
fragmentations,	each	with	 its	own	helper.	The	exact	mechanics	of	how	such	assistance	 is
appointed	are	not	crucial	to	the	model;	what	is	load-bearing	is	the	underlying	commitment:
God	does	not	abandon	any	instance	to	the	ordeal	of	fragmentation.

Because	nothing	can	be	forced	upon	a	fragmented	instance	without	violating	the	free-will
principle	established	in	Part	II,	the	Holy	Spirit	does	not	act	unilaterally.	Assistance	is	given
only	 in	 response	 to	 a	 genuine	 request	—	 however	 faint,	 however	 unlike	 a	 fully	 formed
prayer	—	for	guidance	toward	oneness.	The	traditional	formulation,	“in	the	name	of	Jesus
Christ,	 Holy	 Spirit	 I	 surrender	myself	 completely	 to	 be	 directed	 by	 you	 in	 the	 name	 of
wholeness,”	 is	 one	 expression	 of	 this	 request,	 but	 the	 mechanism	 itself	 is	 prior	 to	 and
independent	 of	 any	 particular	 name.	Any	 genuine	 soul-call	 for	 oneness,	 from	 any
fragment,	anywhere,	in	any	tradition	or	none,	is	met	by	the	same	Holy	Spirit.

Discernment

A	fragmented	mind,	listening	inward,	does	not	have	unambiguous	access	to	only	one	voice.
Two	sources	are	available	 to	 it,	 and	 they	are	not	equally	 reliable:	 the	Holy	Spirit,	which
can	be	 trusted	 always	 and	only	 to	 speak	 for	 oneness,	 and	 the	demiurge	 (Part	 III)	—	 the
fragmented	mind’s	own	blind	exploratory	momentum	—	of	which	no	such	guarantee	can
be	made,	precisely	because	it	is	itself	unreached	and	unintegrated.	A	fragment	can	mistake
the	second	for	 the	first.	As	stated	 in	A	Course	in	Miracles,	where	a	remaining	wish	to	be
deceived	persists,	deception	is	made	easy	—	the	error	is	rarely	a	simple	failure	of	hearing,
but	a	willingness,	however	unacknowledged,	 to	hear	what	confirms	what	 is	already	held.
Some	 measure	 of	 ordinary	 critical	 thinking	 is	 therefore	 appropriate	 and	 necessary	 until
communication	with	the	Holy	Spirit	becomes	clear	and	consistent	enough	to	be	recognized
reliably	on	its	own	terms.

Self-contemplation	 offers	 one	 useful,	 if	 imperfect,	 aid	 to	 this	 discernment.	 When	 the
cognitive	principle	identifies	itself	with	a	body,	that	identification	is	very	small,	and	voices
consistent	 with	 its	 fragmentation	 can	 seem	 loud	 relative	 to	 it.	As	 self-contemplation	 is
sustained	and	 the	 felt	 scale	of	 the	cognitive	principle	expands,	 those	same	voices	 tend	 to
diminish	in	relative	weight	—	not	because	they	have	changed,	but	because	what	is	listening
has	 grown	 larger	 than	 them.	 The	 Holy	 Spirit’s	 voice,	 by	 contrast,	 does	 not	 diminish	 or



compete	on	these	terms:	it	remains,	in	principle,	larger	than	any	other	voice	available	to	a
fragmented	mind,	at	any	scale	of	self-identification.	This	is	offered	as	a	directional	aid,	not
a	guarantee	—	the	model	does	not	claim	discernment	becomes	effortless	or	 fully	 reliable
short	of	the	communication	itself	becoming,	in	the	terms	above,	“strong	and	untampered.”

The	classical	formula	“the	three	are	one”	is,	on	this	reading,	an	early	and	imprecise	attempt
to	 name	 the	 same	 cognitive	 union	 already	 derived	 in	 Part	 II:	God,	 helper,	 and	 returning
fragment	participate	in	the	one	undivided	process,	exactly	as	any	two	reintegrated	Atman
would.



Part	V	—	Christ	and	Reintegration

Why	any	limited	experience	fails	to	satisfy

The	 state	 of	 oneness	 with	 God	 is	 one	 of	 ever-increasing	 love,	 joy,	 and	 abundance	—	 a
permanent,	unbounded	growth	with	no	ceiling.	Even	in	fragmentation,	the	mind	continues
to	seek	this	same	state,	applying	it	to	whatever	limited	experience	is	available	to	it.	But	no
limited	 object	 or	 activity	 can	 supply	 an	 unlimited	 experience:	 any	 given	 source	 of
excitement,	 plotted	 against	 time,	 characteristically	 rises,	 slows,	 plateaus,	 and	 eventually
subsides	—	 the	 first	 encounter	 with	 an	 experience	 is	 typically	 its	 most	 vivid,	 and	 each
repetition	afterward	 tends	 to	yield	 less	 than	 the	one	before,	sometimes	ending	 in	outright
boredom.	 Novelty	 wears	 off;	 tolerance	 sets	 in;	 what	 once	 produced	 a	 given	 level	 of
excitement	comes,	over	time,	to	require	progressively	more	stimulus	to	produce	the	same
effect.	 A	 person	 given	 gifts	 constantly	 feels	 less	 gratitude	 for	 any	 one	 of	 them	 than
someone	who	receives	a	single,	rare	surprise.

This	 is	 not	 incidental	 to	 the	 world	 of	 limitation	—	 it	 is	 what	 limitation	is.	A	 limit,	 by
definition,	 has	 a	 ceiling;	 growth	 that	meets	 a	 ceiling	 necessarily	 slows	 and	 arrests	 there,
regardless	of	 the	specific	object	 involved.	Of	all	 the	experiences	available	 to	a	 fragment,
only	 one	 is	 not	 subject	 to	 this	 ceiling:	 the	 direct	 experience	 of	 self,	 in	 sustained	 self-
contemplation	—	 because	 this	 alone	 participates	 in	 the	 same	 unbounded	 expansion	 that
belongs	 to	 wholeness	 itself,	 rather	 than	 to	 any	 limited	 object	 within	 it.	 This	 gives	 the
pursuit	 of	 self-contemplation	 a	 genuinely	 different	 character	 from	 every	 other	 pursuit
available	to	a	fragmented	mind:	not	one	more	source	of	stimulation	competing	with	the	rest
for	attention,	but	the	only	one	capable,	in	principle,	of	growth	without	diminishing	return.

The	channel	beneath	the	noise

A	cognitive	fragment,	exercising	itself,	can	only	generate	partial	thoughts	—	and	no	partial
thought	 can	 represent	 limitlessness	 or	 answer	 “who	 am	 I?”	 But	 the	 bare	 cognitive
instrument	 doing	 the	 contemplating	was	 never	 itself	 damaged	 by	 fragmentation;	 only	 its
content	was	buried	under	differentiated	noise.	A	fragment	that	turns	attention	away	from	its
thought-objects	 and	 toward	 the	 contemplating	 instrument	 itself	 can	 enter	 a	 state	 of
cognitive	expansion,	discovering	the	underlying	limitlessness	that	was	never	actually	lost.

This	distinguishes	two	properties	often	collapsed	into	one:

Limitlessness	 —	 a	 structural	 property	 of	 the	 bare	 instrument,	 recoverable	 through
sustained	self-contemplation,	independent	of	relationship	to	anything	else.
Wholeness	—	a	relational	property,	required	as	the	condition	prior	to	full	 integration
with	God	and	all	other	instances.	Wholeness	must	be	faced	as	a	whole,	not	received	in
parts;	no	private	return,	however	complete,	constitutes	the	final	restoration	on	its	own.

A	 fragment	 that	 reaches	 sustained	 self-contemplation,	 without	 yet	 achieving	 full
reintegration,	has	attained	what	is	described	in	Christian	language	as	eternal	life:	identity
migrated	 from	 the	 perishable	 body	 to	 the	 enduring	 cognitive	 instrument.	 This	 state	 is
reversible	—	 a	 fragment	may	 reinvest	 in	 limitation	 and	 fall	 back	 out	 of	 it	—	 until	 it	 is
decided	permanently.



Jesus	and	Christ

Jesus,	 on	 this	 reading,	 was	 a	 fragmented	 instance	 who	 achieved	 sustained	 self-
contemplation,	surrendered	completely	to	the	direction	of	the	Holy	Spirit,	and	—	under	that
guidance	—	became	the	locus	at	which	the	limitless-but-not-yet-whole	part	of	our	shared
fragmented	instance	began	to	be	reintegrated.	Christ	names	not	Jesus	individually,	but	the
accumulating	 point	 of	 convergence:	 the	 entity	 formed	 as	 more	 and	 more	 reintegrating
fragments	join	into	one.	Wholeness	is	achieved	not	fragment-by-fragment	in	isolation,	but
by	convergence	into	a	single	restored	entity,	which	can	then,	in	full,	be	received	back	into
God.

This	 gives	 Christ’s	 achievement	 genuine	 ontological	 —	 not	 merely	 exemplary	 —
significance.	Other	 fragments	 do	 not	merely	 imitate	 Jesus;	 in	 reintegration,	 they	 literally
join	what	he	became	the	gathering	point	for.	It	also	explains	why	harm	between	fragments
carries	 the	 weight	 it	 does:	 as	 established	 in	 Part	 III,	 every	 fragment	 addressed	 in	 this
document	—	every	particle,	 every	body,	every	mind	—	traces	back	 to	 the	one	 instance’s
own	cascading	self-fragmentation.	All	such	action,	then,	genuinely	takes	place	within	one
and	 the	 same	 being,	 fragmented	 against	 itself.	All	 attack	 is	 self-attack,	 and	 all	 help	 is
self-help.

The	Last	Judgment

Prior	 to	 wholeness,	 the	 fragmented	mind	 exists	 in	 a	 perpetual	 state	 of	 judgment	—	 the
many	 competing,	 comparative	 evaluations	 described	 throughout	 Part	 VI.	 This	 ends,
without	exception,	the	instant	a	cognitive	instance	achieves	wholeness:	God’s	response	is	a
single,	universal,	non-evaluative	statement	of	fact	—	you	are	whole	—	made	identically	to
every	 instance	 that	 returns,	 regardless	of	 its	particular	history.	 It	 is	not	a	verdict	weighed
against	 any	 other	 instance’s	 case,	 because	 no	 comparison	 is	 possible	 in	 wholeness;	 it
simply	states	what	has	become	true.

What	this	statement	consists	of	beyond	its	essential	content	is	not	this	model’s	to	specify.	A
Course	in	Miracles	holds	that	the	last	step	of	this	process	belongs	to	God	alone	—	a	step
the	 Course	 itself	 declines	 to	 describe	 in	 full,	 leaving	 it,	 in	 its	 own	words,	 to	God.	This
model	 takes	 the	 same	 position:	 the	moment	 of	 final	 acknowledgment	 is	 God’s	 alone	 to
complete,	 and	 is	 understood	here	only	well	 enough	 to	 affirm	 that	 it	 occurs,	 the	 instant	 a
fragment’s	return	is	genuine,	not	to	describe	its	mechanics	further.

Karma

Karma	—	action	—	names	the	direct	temporal	consequence	of	this	same	fact,	rather	than	a
separate	mechanism.	Because	oneness	is	the	sole	ultimate	truth	of	being,	an	action	exerted
within	 it	 has	 no	 genuine	 “elsewhere”	 to	 dissipate	 into:	 it	 returns	 to	 the	 same	 field	 that
generated	it.	This	is	a	structural	consequence	of	there	being	only	one	being	to	act	upon,	not
a	moral	ledger,	a	debt,	or	a	punishment	dispensed	by	anyone	—	consistent	with	Part	VI	and
Part	 VII,	 this	 model	 holds	 nothing	 owed	 and	 no	 one	 keeping	 account.	What	 is	 exerted
outward	is,	in	time,	what	is	met.



This	offers	a	 real	way	 through,	 following	directly	 from	the	 instrument/content	distinction
already	 established:	 a	 fragment	 whose	 identity	 has	 migrated	 to	 the	 bare	 contemplating
instrument,	 rather	 than	 remaining	 invested	 in	 the	body	and	 its	 constructed	persona,	 is	no
longer	positioned	where	the	returning	action	lands.	The	return	still	occurs	—	nothing	here
suspends	 the	 mechanism	 —	 but	 it	 meets	 the	 persona,	 which	 is	 no	 longer	 where	 that
fragment’s	identity	resides,	rather	than	the	self-contemplating	instrument,	which	was	never
the	target	to	begin	with.

Because	 the	 Holy	 Spirit	 answers	 any	 genuine	 call	 regardless	 of	 name	 or	 tradition,	 self-
contemplation	 of	 sufficient	 depth	 can	 produce	 genuine	 mystical	 experience	 or	samadhi
independent	of	any	particular	religious	framework.	This	is	consistent	with	such	experiences
being	reported,	unbidden,	across	essentially	every	contemplative	tradition.

Possible	distortions	of	the	pattern

Any	cognitive	formation	—	individual	or	collective,	of	any	scale,	in	any	tradition	or	none
—	 that	 organizes	 around	 superiority,	 exclusivity,	 or	 “more/above/better	 than”	 is,	 by
definition,	still	operating	from	fragmentation	rather	than	reintegration.	This	is	not	a	claim
about	 the	 origin	 or	 character	 of	 any	 particular	 group;	 it	 follows	 directly	 from	 Part	 I:
wholeness	has	no	rival,	no	comparison,	and	no	“other”	to	stand	above.	Superiority-seeking
is	 structurally	 impossible	 for	 anything	 that	 has	 actually	 returned	 to	 oneness	 —	 this
diagnostic	 applies	 evenhandedly	 to	any	movement,	 tradition,	or	 formation,	 including	 this
one,	should	it	ever	be	distorted	in	the	same	way.



Part	VI	—	Forgiveness	and	Surrender

These	 are	 the	 two	 primary	 cognitive	 tools	 offered	 by	 this	model	 for	 reintegration.	 Both
depart	 sharply	 from	 their	ordinary,	 colloquial	meanings,	 and	both	are	understood	here	 as
lifelong	 practices	—	 this	model	 does	 not	 claim	 to	 have	 perfected	 either,	 and	 holds	 their
continued	development,	including	through	direct	personal	practice,	as	one	of	its	own	open
commitments	rather	than	a	solved	problem.

Cognitive	objects

A	 cognitive	 object	 is	 a	 perception	 stored	 in	 memory,	 often	 formed	 in	 early,	 pre-verbal
development,	 encoding	a	behavioral	model	believed	necessary	 for	 acceptance.	 Identity	 is
built	from	a	web	of	these	objects.	Releasing	one	is	not	a	trivial	change	of	opinion	—	it	can
register,	cognitively,	as	a	 threat	 to	survival,	 since	 these	objects	were	originally	 formed	 to
secure	acceptance	and	belonging.	This	is	why	letting	go	is	difficult	in	practice	even	once	it
is	 understood	 in	 principle,	 and	 why	 threats	 to	 identity	 can	 produce	 genuine	 trauma
responses.

Cognitive	 objects	 are	 not	 static.	 Their	 value	 is	 continuously	 raised	 and	 lowered	 by	 an
ongoing,	 largely	 automatic	 process	 of	comparison	 —	 praise	 or	 a	 compliment	 raises	 a
value;	 an	 unfavorable	 comparison	 to	 another	 lowers	 it,	 and	 the	 reverse	 holds	 in	 either
direction.	 This	 comparative	 valuation	 is	 the	 everyday,	 operational	 form	 of	 the	 problem
named	 in	Part	 I:	 it	 requires	 an	 external	 standard	 to	measure	 against,	 and	 is	 therefore	 the
concrete,	 moment-to-moment	 shape	 that	evaluative,	 fragmented	 “acceptance”	 takes,	 as
opposed	to	the	non-evaluative	acceptance	that	is	Love.

Forgiveness

Ordinary	 forgiveness	 presupposes	 a	 real	 wrong,	 done	 by	 a	 genuinely	 other	 person,	 who
owes	 something,	which	 is	 then	 released.	None	 of	 this	 applies	 here.	Forgiveness,	 in	 this
model,	is	a	solitary	cognitive	operation:	rendering	a	cognitive	object’s	value	to	zero	—
where	“value”	means	the	degree	to	which	that	object	is	being	used	as	identity-material,	as
an	answer	to	“who	am	I?”	Once	an	object’s	value	is	zeroed,	it	is	no	longer	computed	by	the
mind	 and	 falls	 away.	 The	 other	 person	 involved	 in	 the	 original	 event	 is,	 ontologically,
barely	present	 in	 this	operation	at	all	—	they	are	 the	occasion	for	 the	object’s	 formation,
not	its	true	target.

The	interaction	that	triggers	a	cognitive	object	is	not	incidental	—	it	is	often	the	only	means
by	which	hidden,	unexamined	material	comes	to	conscious	attention,	since	nothing	can	be
released	that	is	not	first	recognized.	When	this	happens,	gratitude	may	arise	for	what	the
interaction	 revealed	 about	 one’s	 own	 held	material.	 This	 gratitude	 is	 an	 inner	 state,	 not
necessarily	 expressed	 in	 the	moment,	 and	 implies	 nothing	 about	 the	moral	 status	 of	 the
other’s	action.	It	is	gratitude	for	the	mirror,	not	for	the	hand	that	held	it	up.

A	mere	statement	of	letting	go	is	not	letting	go.	Declaring	“I	forgive	this”	does	not,	by
itself,	alter	anything	if	no	underlying	release	has	actually	occurred.	This	gives	the	model	a
genuine,	checkable	criterion	rather	than	a	purely	subjective	one:	forgiveness	is	verified	by
the	disappearance	of	its	automated	bodily	echo,	not	by	the	sincerity	of	the	intention	to



forgive.	 Feelings	 —	 anxiety’s	 loosened	 stomach,	 fear’s	 adrenaline	 —	 are	 themselves
cognitive	processes,	but	of	an	automated,	“on-rails”	kind,	tied	to	the	body.	Where	a	value
has	genuinely	been	 reduced	 to	 zero,	 there	 is	 nothing	 left	 to	 generate	 that	 echo	 from;	 the
echo	 was	 always	 downstream	 of	 the	 value,	 never	 an	 independent	 thing	 persisting	 in
parallel.	Where	 the	 echo	 continues,	 this	 is	 not	 evidence	 of	 some	 further,	 separate	 layer
requiring	its	own	tool	—	it	is	evidence	that	the	value	was	declared	zero	in	words,	but	not
yet	made	zero	in	fact.	This	mirrors	a	simple	point	about	the	concept	of	zero	itself:	asking
how	many	times	one	can	“take	zero	apples”	reveals	that	absence	of	value	is	not	an	active
state	requiring	its	own	management;	it	is	simply	the	absence	of	anything	left	to	manage.

Surrender

Where	forgiveness	zeroes	the	value	of	a	specific	object,	surrender	targets	the	evaluative
process	itself	—	the	ongoing	habit	of	cognitive	action,	comparison,	and	reevaluation	that
keeps	assigning	and	adjusting	value	in	the	first	place.	It	is	the	cessation	of	that	action,	not
the	zeroing	of	any	one	object.	The	two	are	distinct	and	complementary:	surrender	does	not,
by	itself,	let	go	of	anything	—	it	quiets	the	mind	by	halting	the	comparative	machinery	that
would	 otherwise	 keep	 generating	 new	 valuations	 —	 but	 this	 quieting	 meaningfully
contributes	 to	 the	 window	 of	 peace	 and	 tranquility	 within	 which	 forgiveness’s	 actual
release,	and	self-contemplation	itself,	can	occur.

Reports	exist	of	sudden,	complete	surrender	occurring	under	conditions	of	extreme	external
stress	—	 including	 accounts	 from	 combat,	where	 individuals	 report	 a	 total,	 unshakeable
inner	peace,	“everything	as	 it	 should	be,”	even	amid	direct	physical	danger.	Such	reports
are	worth	 noting	 as	 evidence	 that	 surrender	 does	 not	 require	 calm	 or	 favorable	 external
conditions	 to	 occur.	A	 caution	 is	 necessary	 here:	 extreme	 stress	 can	 also	 produce
peritraumatic	 dissociation	 —	 a	 documented,	 protective	 numbing	 response	 distinct	 from
genuine	 surrender,	 which	 is	 not	 reliably	 positive	 in	 retrospect	 and	 is	 not	 something	 this
model	recommends	seeking	or	idealizes	as	a	spiritual	technique.	This	model	does	not	claim
to	be	able	to	distinguish	genuine	surrender	from	defensive	dissociation	from	the	outside,	in
any	 given	 account,	 and	 holds	 extreme	 stress	 as	 neither	 a	 route	 to	 nor	 a	 requirement	 of
surrender.

A	second	route:	fatigue-based	practice

A	different,	non-analytical	route	toward	the	same	clearing	recurs	across	cultures	and	eras:
sustained	repetitive	activity	—	dance	continued	to	exhaustion,	a	mantra	or	word	repeated
past	 the	 point	where	 it	 retains	meaning,	 prolonged	 chanting	—	 that	 degrades	 the	mind’s
ordinary	capacity	to	keep	generating	partial	thought.	Self-contemplation	is,	at	any	moment,
structurally	 available	 to	 any	 fragment;	 it	 is	 simply	outcompeted,	 almost	 continuously,	 by
the	 ordinary	 churn	 of	 thought-generation.	 Fatigue-based	 practice	 does	 not	 manufacture
self-contemplation	directly	—	nothing	can	be	 forced,	 including	on	oneself	—	 it	 removes
competing	 activity	 until	 the	 field	 is	 sufficiently	 clear	 for	 self-contemplation	 to	 occur
unopposed.	 Forgiveness	 clears	 the	 field	 by	 de-valuing	 content	 directly;	 fatigue-based
practice	 clears	 it	 by	 depleting	 the	 capacity	 to	 keep	 generating	 value-laden	 content	 at	 all.
These	are	two	different	roads	to	one	goal,	not	two	different	mechanisms:	the	first	is	gentle



and	 deliberate,	 working	 through	 content	 piece	 by	 piece;	 the	 second	 is	 more	 forceful,
overwhelming	 the	 instrument’s	capacity	 to	keep	producing	 thought	at	 all	—	but	both	are
aimed	at	the	same	end,	clearing	the	way	for	self-contemplation	to	occur.

Renunciation

Forgiveness	 and	 surrender,	 sufficiently	 deepened,	 can	 converge	 into	 a	 third	 state:
renunciation	 —	 the	 point	 at	 which	 direct	 knowledge	 of	 one’s	 own	 nature	 makes
continuation	of	the	old,	fragmented	persona	no	longer	possible.	This	is	ordinarily	gradual,
but	 sudden,	complete	cases	are	documented.	Ramana	Maharshi,	 at	 sixteen,	underwent	an
unsought	“death-experience”	—	convinced	he	was	dying,	he	lay	still	and	concluded	that	the
“I”	 persisted	 independently	 of	 the	 body	 —	 and	 this	 single	 event	 permanently	 and
irreversibly	reoriented	his	entire	life	within	weeks;	he	himself	later	distinguished	his	own
case	 (akrama	mukti,	 “sudden	 liberation”)	 from	 the	 ordinary	 gradual	 path	 (krama	mukti).
Such	 cases	 are	 rare	 and	 are	 not	 to	 be	 taken	 as	 the	 expected	 or	 required	 aim	 for	 most
fragments;	the	gradual	path	remains	the	honest	route	for	nearly	everyone.

Where	forgiveness	is	learned	thoroughly	and	completely	with	respect	to	one	particular	held
value,	that	learning	generalizes:	the	same	process,	applied	to	any	other	value	the	fragment
holds,	proceeds	faster	and	more	directly	for	having	been	genuinely	completed	once.	This	is
a	 claim	 about	 a	 skill	 generalizing	within	 a	 single	 fragment’s	 own	material	—	 it	 is	 not	 a
claim	that	one	fragment’s	achievement	transfers	automatically	to	another	fragment,	which
would	violate	the	free-will	and	isolation	principles	established	in	Parts	II	and	III.

Explicit	boundaries

Two	 clarifications	 are	 stated	 here	 explicitly,	 because	 left	 implicit	 they	 risk	 serious
misapplication:

1.	 Gratitude	 is	 never	 owed	 to	 a	 person	 causing	 ongoing	 harm,	 and	 implies	 no
obligation	 of	 continued	proximity,	 trust,	 or	 relationship.	 It	 is	 entirely	 compatible
with	taking	every	practical	step	to	stop	the	harm	and	to	end	all	contact.

2.	 This	model	is	scoped	to	inner,	cognitive	liberation.	It	is	not	a	manual	for	the	ethics
of	 action	 in	 the	 world,	 and	 it	 neither	 requires	 nor	 forbids	 resistance	 to	 harm.
Where	harm	is	ongoing,	ordinary	judgment,	safety,	and	available	protection	should	be
exercised	without	 hesitation;	 a	 person’s	 response	 to	danger	 is	 not	 a	measure	of	 their
spiritual	standing,	and	nothing	in	this	model	should	be	read	as	counseling	passivity	in
the	face	of	real,	ongoing	abuse.

On	difficulty,	and	on	other	teachers

The	 full	 extent	 of	 this	 process	 is	 rarely	 practiced	 and	 not	 yet	 perfected	 by	 anyone	—	 a
limitation	 this	 document	 does	 not	 exempt	 itself	 from,	 either.	 Declaring	 an	 intention	 to
forgive	 typically	 does	 not	 produce	 immediate	 peace;	 it	more	 often	 produces	 an	 apparent
increase	in	friction,	as	previously	unexamined	material	begins	to	surface	for	the	first	time.
This	 difficulty	 is	 an	 expected,	 developmental	 feature	 —	 a	 consequence	 of	 how	 deeply
cognitive	 objects	 are	 tied	 to	 early	 survival	 and	 belonging	 —	 not	 evidence	 of	 spiritual
failure.



Humanity	 has	 approached	 this	 same	 underlying	 problem	 through	more	 than	 one	 system,
and	no	single	existing	teacher	or	 tradition	is	 treated	here	as	a	complete	or	final	authority.
Byron	Katie’s	four-question	inquiry	(“The	Work”)	targets	the	believed	thought	directly,	in	a
manner	 structurally	 close	 to	 this	 model’s	 forgiveness,	 offered	 without	 any	 attached
cosmology.	Eva	Pierrakos’s	Pathwork	describes	a	“mask”	or	“lower	self”	obscuring	a	truer
self	beneath,	dissolved	through	direct	emotional	engagement	rather	than	through	cognitive
re-valuation	alone	—	worth	noting	as	a	 live	question	 for	 this	model,	namely,	whether	an
explicit	emotional-processing	step	is	required	in	addition	to	cognitive	release,	or	whether	it
occurs	as	a	byproduct	once	release	is	genuine.	A	Course	in	Miracles,	from	which	much	of
this	 model’s	 non-dual	 architecture	 is	 derived,	 frames	 forgiveness	 similarly	 as	 the
recognition	 that	 a	 perceived	 attack,	 generated	 by	 projection,	 never	 truly	 occurred	 as
believed.	This	model’s	contribution	beyond	that	account	is	a	developmental	mechanism	—
cognitive	objects	 formed	 for	acceptance	 in	early	 life	—	for	why	 such	projection	arises	 in
the	first	place.	These	and	other	traditions	are	acknowledged	where	genuinely	relevant;	their
specific	frameworks	remain	outside	the	model	itself.



Part	VII	—	Theodicy

The	classical	problem	of	evil	—	how	a	good,	all-powerful	God	can	coexist	with	suffering
—	takes	an	unusually	acute	form	in	this	model,	because	God	and	the	fragmented	world	are
not	 separate:	 fragments	 are	God’s	own	extensions,	not	distant	 creatures	 in	a	world	apart.
And	 yet	 this	 model’s	 very	 first	 axiom	 —	 that	 wholeness	 is	 permanently,	 unbrokenly
certain,	abundant,	and	joyful	—	must	be	preserved	without	exception.

The	 resolution	 is	not	 that	God	 is	unmoved	despite	knowing	every	 instance	of	suffering	(a
position	that	risks	reading	as	indifference).	It	is	that	suffering	is	categorically	inapplicable
to	 God:	 fragmentation	 is,	 by	 definition,	 a	 disruption	 of	 the	 very	 channel	 through	which
anything	 could	 be	 communicated	 back	 to	 the	 source.	There	 is	 no	 location	 at	which	God
could	register	limitation,	not	because	God	chooses	to	look	away,	but	because	limitation	is
not	the	kind	of	content	wholeness	can	be	the	site	of.	God	knows;	God	does	not	perceive.

This	 means	 the	 model	 can	 affirm,	 without	 contradiction:	 fragmentation	 produces	 real,
factual,	 severe	 suffering	at	 the	 fragmented	 locus	—	and	God’s	perfection	 is	never	at	 any
risk,	 not	 because	 that	 suffering	 doesn’t	 matter,	 but	 because	 it	 never	 reaches	 a	 location
where	“mattering	to	God”	would	even	be	a	coherent	description	of	what	is	happening.



Part	VIII	—	Closing	Note	on	the	Hermeneutic

This	 document	 has	 been	 built	 by	 asking,	 at	 each	 step:	 does	 this	 concept,	 once	 fully
examined,	 lead	 toward	oneness,	or	 toward	separation?	What	 failed	 that	 test	—	hierarchy,
exclusivity,	punishment,	indifference	dressed	as	transcendence	—	was	set	aside	regardless
of	how	deeply	embedded	it	was	in	the	traditions	this	model	draws	its	vocabulary	from.

This	is	offered	as	an	explicit	statement	of	method,	not	a	claim	to	have	uncovered	what	any
given	tradition	“really”	meant	all	along.	The	same	test	should	be	applied	to	this	document
itself,	by	anyone	who	continues	building	on	it.



Afterword

It	 is	 the	 author’s	 hope	 that	 this	 document	 might	 reach	 minds	 prepared	 to	 follow	 its
reasoning	through	to	its	own	proposed	conclusion,	and	that	a	first,	modest	wave	of	readers
who	 do	 so	 might,	 simply	 by	 example,	 make	 the	 same	 path	 more	 visible	 and	 more
accessible	 to	 a	 far	 larger	 number	who	 follow.	Nothing	 in	 this	 hope	 requires	 teaching	 or
persuasion	in	the	ordinary	sense	—	only	the	quiet	fact	of	example,	which	has	always	been
how	self-contemplation	and	surrender	to	the	Holy	Spirit’s	guidance	have	spread,	wherever
they	have	spread	at	all.

Understood	 this	 way,	 a	 widening	 circle	 of	 minds	 turning	 toward	 self-contemplation
completes	something	like	a	feedback	loop	back	to	the	Holy	Spirit,	who,	together	with	what
Jesus	achieved	in	becoming	the	gathering	point	named	Christ	in	this	document,	moves	the
whole	 process	 further	 along	 toward	 union.	A	 Course	 in	 Miracles	 holds	 that	 the	 time
required	 for	 this	 return	 need	 not	 be	 nearly	 as	 long	 as	 it	 may	 appear	 from	 within
fragmentation	—	that	willingness,	however	small,	is	the	only	real	precondition,	and	that	a
genuine,	if	modest,	readiness	can	shorten	the	way	considerably.	This	document	affirms	the
same	hope	in	its	own	terms:	what	is	asked	of	any	fragment	is	not	mastery,	but	a	willingness
to	begin.



Glossary

Term Meaning	in	this	model

Singularity	/	Wholeness The	undivided,	one	state	of	cognition;	not
spatial	density.

Real Ultimate,	unconditioned.	Applies	to	wholeness
alone.

Factual Genuinely	occurring	or	the	case,	without
implying	ultimacy.

Creation God’s	own	eternal	self-existence,	prior	to	any
extension.	Never	used	for	the	physical	universe.

Tangible	world	of	perception The	physical,	fragmented	universe	—	tangible,
but	not	real.

Plurality	of	Oneness God’s	extension	of	new,	fully-empowered,	free
cognitive	instances	(Atman).

Fragmentation Internal	cognitive	difference;	the	loss	of
wholeness	at	a	given	locus.	Factual,	self-
inflicted,	isolating,	temporary,	reversible.

Demiurge The	fragmented	mind’s	own	blind	exploratory
momentum,	producing	physics,	chemistry,
biology.

Holy	Spirit The	instance	appointed	to	assist	a	fragmented
instance’s	return,	reachable	by	any	genuine
request	regardless	of	name	or	tradition.

Discernment The	necessary	practice	of	distinguishing	the
Holy	Spirit’s	voice	(always	for	oneness)	from
the	demiurge’s	(unreliable,	itself	unreached);
aided,	imperfectly,	by	the	relative	growth	of
self-contemplation.

Karma The	structural	return	of	exerted	action	to	the
one	field	that	generated	it;	a	mechanical
consequence	of	oneness,	not	a	moral	ledger,
debt,	or	punishment.

Eschatology Return	to	the	cognitive	singularity,	without
exception;	the	physical	universe’s	cosmological
endpoint	is	acknowledged	but	deliberately	left
unresolved,	per	the	model’s	own	hermeneutic.

Christ The	convergence	point	formed	by	reintegrating
fragments	merging	into	one;	not	Jesus	alone,
but	what	Jesus	became	the	gathering	point	for.

Love Non-evaluative	acceptance;	the	entailment	of
wholeness	that	has	nothing	external	to	measure



against.	Stands	alongside	certainty,	abundance,
and	joy,	no	hierarchy	asserted.

Forgiveness Zeroing	a	cognitive	object’s	identity-value;	a
solitary	operation,	verified	by	the
disappearance	of	its	automated	bodily	echo,	not
by	the	sincerity	of	the	intention.

Surrender Cessation	of	the	evaluative/comparative
process	itself,	as	distinct	from	the	zeroing	of
any	one	object.

Renunciation The	convergence	of	forgiveness	and	surrender
into	direct	knowledge	of	self,	past	which	the
old	persona	can	no	longer	be	sustained.

Last	Judgment God’s	single,	non-evaluative	statement	of	fact
—	“you	are	whole”	—	made	identically	to	any
instance	upon	genuine	reintegration;	its	full
nature	beyond	this	is	left,	deliberately,	to	God.

God	knows;	God	does	not	perceive God’s	knowledge	is	infinite	depth	into	self,	not
breadth	over	fragmented	content,	which	is
categorically	inapplicable	to	wholeness.


