Hi Ryan,
93
I've just finished reading the essay on the Rg Veda on your new website (http://astron-argon.com/atman_and_monism.htm).  It's a marvelous synthesis of the Rg Veda.  Should I have one critical comment, I would say it noticeably lacks supportive ideas from Hindu experts and depends entirely on Western scholars.  Though I don't believe this leads you to any error.  Quite the opposite; and I see things suggested by Blavatsky in her writings as well as things that would later appear in the Old Testament.  Taking an extract from your essay, I will make a few comments:
These depictions found in the earliest books reveal what Reat characterizes as a “…thoroughly polytheistic religion which moves only vaguely in the direction of monotheism by developing the mere concepts of creativity and supremacy and assigning these attributes to several anthropomorphic gods without any apparent hesitation.” (Reat p. 13)  Another good example of this can be observed in book five where Agni is said to be Varuna, Mitra, and Aryaman, suggesting a more monotheistic concept:
1. Thou at thy birth art Varuna, O Agni; when thou art kindled thou becomest Mitra. In thee, O Son of Strength, all Gods are centred. Indra art thou to man who brings oblation.
2. Aryaman art thou as regardeth maidens mysterious, is thy name, O Self-sustainer. As a kind friend with streams of milk they balm thee what time thou makest wife and lord one-minded. (Rg. 5.3.1&2, G)
Books one and ten also appear to retain the archaic characteristics of the early family books while making a more defined move away from straightforward polytheism. Such a move however, appears to be more in the direction of an impersonal monism as opposed to monotheism.  
In the West, Moses is seen as the father of Monotheism; putting aside the possibility of Moses actually being a fictitious name and perhaps connected also with Akhenaten, Oedipus and Melchizadek.  What we find here is also what is found in the West; a monistic movement (whether or not this becomes monotheistic) as a gradual development of the intellect in its reflections on the metaphysical nature of life.
This theological shift can be observed when certain sages in book one ask “Which god is Supreme?” From this one could argue that such a question implies that universal creatorship cannot be merely a supreme title attributed to several gods as portrayed in the earlier books; rather, such a notion entails a unique first cause from which all else follows.  Here is an example from the first book of the Rg. Veda:
4.Who hath beheld him as he sprang into being, seen how the boneless one supports the bony?  Where is the blood of earth, the life, the spirit?  Who approach the man who knows, to ask it?...   
                6. I ask, unknowing, those who know, the sages, as one all ignorant for the sake of  knowledge.  What was     
                that  one  who in the unborn’s image hath ‘stablished and fixed firm these world’s six regions?  (Rg. 1.164.4-6) 
 

            HPB talks of the involution of deity; the causeless cause first creating the Dhyan Chohans or seven principal gods; represented by the seven sacred planets.  But the involution goes further after creating yet a host of gods from these.  And as they gradually make their way to material manifestation, the earlier race is referred to as the boneless.
This appears to be one within a series of rhetorical riddles that provides a motif by which a more coherent doctrine of monistic creation is explicated for the first time in the Rg. Veda.  This expression of the doctrine becomes apparent when the sage Dirghatamas explains: “They call him Indra, Mitra, Varuna, Agni, and he is heavenly nobly winged Garutman.  To what is one, sages give many a title; they call it Agni, Yama, Matarisvan.” (Rg. 1.164.46 G)  Reat explains that “The obvious implication of these passages is that the polytheism of the Vedas is worship only of the attributes of one absolute being.” (Reat p. 14)
The status of the gods is further diminished in yet another verse of the same hymn.  In this instance both sustenance and creation are attributed to this unique principle: “From her (Guari, the buffalo) descend in streams the seas of water: thereby the worlds four regions have their being.  Thence flows the imperishable flood, and thence the universe hath life.” (Rg. 1.164.42 G) (Reat p. 14)
Naturally, the divine status of these gods is lessened as they become more and more material.  And yet it is interesting to see that the Atman or spiritual source/essence remains at the center of being.  It even seems in your essay that there is an implication that this essence is both of the causeless cause and fully present in each individual; making all of us omniscient, omnipresent and omnipotent as taught in Thelemic Doctrine.
There is also another enigmatic, yet interesting hymn that vaguely suggests a relationship of the absolute with consciousness coming very close to approaching the absolute in Vedantic terms where Brahman is conceived as cit (consciousness) as well as sat (being):
20 Two Birds with fair wings, knit with bonds of friendship, in the same sheltering tree have found a refuge.  One of the twain eats the sweet fig-tree's fruitage; the other eating not regardeth only.
21 Where those fine birds hymn ceaselessly their portion of life eternal, and the sacred synods, there is the universe's mighty keeper, who, wise, hath entered into me the simple.
22 The, tree whereon the fine Birds eat the sweetness, where they all rest and procreate their offspring,--Upon its top they say the fig is luscious none gaineth it who knoweth not the Father. (Rg. 1.164.20-22 G) 
In order to analyze this passage, Reat refers to the Vedantic interpretation of Sayana, who claims that the two birds symbolize the individual soul (jivatman), which eats, thus experiencing the fruit of karma, and the supreme soul (paramatman) which remains aloof from samsara, both sharing the same body which is represented by the tree.  
It is too difficult to avoid making an analogy with the Old Testament here; the parallel with the story of the Garden of Eden and the eating of the apple is all too apparent.  The knowledge of good and evil then, is the taking on of Karma; the establishment of an ontological existence for the human race.  Knowing the Rg Veda to be far older than the OT, we can see the Hebrews at least learned  from the same source as the Hindus if not, directly from the Hindus (though this may have also come through Egypt).
Reat argues that this interpretation is doubtful since according Venkata, following Yaska (Nirukta 3.12) the two birds represent Aditi and Soma, or the sun and moon, while the tree serves as a cosmological motif by representing the universal tree. (Reat p. 15)
In consideration of these interpretive inconsistencies he writes that “Nonetheless, it would seem that the overall intent of this Vedic passage is to state a relationship between ‘me the simple,’ the human being and the absolute principle of the universe.” (Reat p. 15)
The hymn does not make any specific reference to the identification of the human consciousness with the absolute principle.  In this regard it may be possible that the Dirghatamas’ hymn conceives of the absolute only in terms of being and the human being.  Here the relationship between human and the absolute is not dealt with in an overtly psychological manner as it occurs in the Upanisads. (Reat p. 16) 
Not being an expert on Hindu mythology, let me ask you, would you say the Unpanishads are somehow an explication of the Rg Veda?  Moving further into your paper...
The tenth book of the Rg. Veda offers a more apparent portrayal of a monistic principle.  The hymns in this particular book reveal further ideas that may be implied by a monistic doctrine:
1 In the beginning rose Hiranyagarbha, born only lord of all created beings.
He fixed and holdeth up this earth and heaven. What God shall we adore with our oblation?
2 Giver of vital breath, of power and vigour, he whose commandments all the Gods acknowledge -.The Lord of death, whose shade is life immortal. What God shall we adore with our oblation?  (Rg. 10.1212.1-2 G) 
Here when the question is asked: “What god shall we adore with our oblation?” it appears that the notion of a monistic principle existing beyond the gods throws into question the nature of the gods and polytheism in general. 
The following passage exemplifies what appears to be the search to depict a creative monistic essence which preceded the manifest universe: 
1. Then was not non-existent nor existent: there was no realm of air, no sky beyond it. What covered it, and where? and what gave shelter? Was water there, unfathomed depth of water?
2 Death was not then, nor was there aught immortal: no sign was there, the day's and night's divider. That One Thing, breathless, breathed by its own nature: apart from it was nothing whatsoever.
3 Darkness there was: at first concealed in darkness this All was in-discriminated chaos. All that existed then was void and form less: by the great power of warmth was born that Unit. (Rg. 10.119.7-8) 
We can clearly see in the above, a more detailed account of the creation than offerred the West in Genesis.  And yet of course, Genesis is clearly in alignment with this teaching.  HPB asserts that the gods which came into being after the initial act of creation by the causeless cause, the Dhyan Chohans, are represented in the Old Testament by the Hebrew patriarchs.
This is a relatively clear postulation of an absolute unity devoid of particular qualities which was apparently both the efficient and material cause of the universe. (Mahony p. 56)  Despite the monistic implications of this hymn, it appears evident that the latest and more sophisticated hymns take a cosmogonic approach by their expression of the absolute as a creative force that is located at some inaccessible point in the distant past.  Such a description seems to fall short of the Upanisadic notion of a monistic principle that is identified with the essence of the human being.
There are also various passages that describe the exhilarating effect of drinking Soma as making humans like gods.  (Mahony p. 86-87)  Such references however, do not necessarily reflect the psychological character of the Upanisads in Vedic monism, though they may have been used as authoritative referents by later exponents of Vedanta.  (i.e. ‘I am brahman’)  Here are some brief examples of the references made to soma:
7 The heavens and earth themselves have not grown equal to one half of me
Have I not drunk of Soma juice?
8 I in my grandeur I have surpassed the heavens and all this spacious earth
Have I not drunk of Soma juice? (Rg. 10.119.7-8 G) 
Reat writes that “This exhilarated state, even if it is taken to be a sort of human divinity, bears no resemblance to the Upanisadic concept of the utterly peaceful and inactive human conciousness which resolves within itself the cosmos without differentiation.” (Reat p. 17)
Here we see at least one foundation for Western Alchemy.  As I've been studying and practicing this for a while, I've come upon one conundrum that doesn't seem to have been even paid attention to be at least so many who because of their misunderstanding are referred to as 'puffers'.  We know that the material world is one of change; change equals stability.  And yet, the Alchemist often denotes that he or she is looking for physical immortality.  But we can see in the text above that this immortality is a state of consciousness; much as Jesus depicts in the New Testament, when he refers to heaven as a state of mind.
Sri Aurobindo relies heavily on the teachings of the Rg Veda in his Supramental Yoga; calling for all the cells of the body to come to this full state of consciousness and bring the body and psyche to a wholesome unity.  Though he hasn't made reference to the Soma in my research so far (and that's not enough for me to rule this out on his part).
Although the creative principle is depicted as a person, the main thrust of this hymn appears to draw a sharp distinction between the divine three fourths that “went up,” and the manifest one fourth that encompasses “what eats not and what eats,” that is both animate and inanimate creation. (Sharma p. 49)  Thus the third stanza of the hymn proclaims: “So mighty is he in his greatness; yea, greater than this is Purusa.  All creatures are one-fourth of him, three-fourths eternal life in heaven.” (Rg. 10.90.3 G) 
Even though the anthropomorphic metaphor around which the “Purusa Sukta” is built may imply certain psychological overtones corresponding to Vedantic thought, these overtones themselves are not grounded in the actual text of the hymn.  Thus this passage does not make any direct connections between consciousness and the absolute as portrayed throughout the Upanisads.  
It is also insightful to consider the statement in the “Nasadiya Sukta” that desire was the original motive force behind the creation of the universe: 
3 Darkness there was: at first concealed in darkness this all was indiscriminated chaos. All that existed then was void and form less: by the great power of warmth (tapas) was born that unit.
4 Thereafter arose desire in the beginning, desire, the primal seed and germ of Spirit. Sages who searched with their heart's thought discovered the existent's kinship in the non-existent. (Rg. 10.129.3-4)
This passage portrays desire (kama) as a cosmogonic force and thus imparts a psychological tone to this hymn, since the impulse here is said to be desire (a familiar human emotion) occurring in the divine mind. (Reat p. 21)  The Upanisadic portrayal of desire as a cosmogonic force shows similarities to, and differences from the Vedic concepts.  Here is a passage from the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad:
            It is even easy to find here, the ancient Greeks being influenced; the primordial darkness that is separated in Genesis is referred to as Chaos by the Greeks.  Karma and desire become a part of the archetypal human, the Adam Kadmon in Genesis.
1 In the beginning this world was just a single body (atman) shaped like a man… 
            3 He found no pleasure at all; so one finds no pleasure when one is alone.  He   wanted to have a companion.  Now he was as large as a man and a woman in          close embrace.  So he split (pat) his body into two, giving rise to husband (pati)    and wife (patni). (BU. 1.4.1-10, Olivelle) 
Despite the prominence of the Vedic element of desire in this passage, it differs from the former by its emphasis on the personal nature of the cosmogonic principle.  In the Vedic passage a sexual metaphor is used to portray the cosmogonic principle as being subject to desire much like a lonely human, thus implying that the universe emerged as a result of this need to escape loneliness.  The Upanisadic context of this myth is slightly different in that the creative process becomes intertwined with the human being.  Reat elaborates on this when he writes that, “In the Upanisadic context the process of creation remains contemporary in human desire, and is therefore reversible.” (Reat p. 23) 
The parallel nature of that which the Jews have written is unmistakable; in the message I sent yesterday where I showed for the Hindus, the word Brama is Abram fo the Jews.  The East/West depiction is obvious.  And we see all that much more how the Hindu gods become the Hebrew patriarchs.
In this sense the conquering of desire in the upanisads is depicted as a return to a pre-creation state of pristine unity, which was a universal situation before the act of desire had occurred.  Again Reat offers some insight on this issue: “The Upanisadic sages may well have learned the concept of cosmogonic monism from the Vedas, but Upanisadic monism takes on overtly psychological overtones in that the process of creation is seen as an ongoing function of the human mind.” (Reat p. 23)  In this light, Vedic monism takes on a different flavor by its cosmogonic concerns of ontology while Upanisadic monism was primarily psychological in its connection of creation with human consciousness.  
In Thelemic Doctrine, the pre-existent or non-extistent Ain Soph is depicted as the only perfect and pristine state.  For indeed, as taught in esoteric religion, desire is 'sin'.  But I would like to define this sin as being indulgence in the material universe; hence the idea of original sin.  In this, we can't equate sin with evil, but only with that which is not pristine.  And so sin has been misused by the politicos of exoteric religion and Liber AL corrects this, at least to some degree, by asserting that the only sin is restriction.  In other words, the human race must find every dignity and indignity in this material universe, as all serves the Universal Mind.
And on to the last segment that I'll take from this paper...
An initial glance at the word atman in the Rg. Veda reveals a concept that takes on many psycho-physical connotations.   In her book The Vedas, Jeanine Miller explains that there are two noteworthy attempts to fix the derivation of the word atman. The root ‘an’, meaning ‘to breath’, and ‘tman’, the old reflexive form meaning ‘self’.  Here she argues that “Both roots point to an essence or essential self, (sard), or (svayam)”.  She explains that “It is this self which the priest, in Rg. Vedic hymns addressed to the medicinal plants, is trying to recall that he might ‘win back’ the departing one’s ‘very self’, atman, to this life.  (Rg. 10.97.4) (Miller p. 192) 
She also explains that the most intimate bodily process on which life depends is breathing and henceforth links atman with life breath: “The close connection between, and even identification of, wind, breath and spirit is noticeable throughout antiquity as in the Greek pneuma and the latin anima.” (Miller p. 192)  She backs this argument up by examining the references of atman to wind in the Rg. Veda.  Here she quotes a passage where the wind is called the atman of the god Varuna: ‘“…the wind, thy atman, has sounded through the region.”’ (Miller p. 192: Rg. 7.87.2)  
HPB asserts that all the angels compose and comprise all the air; that the air is filled with them and of course, we draw our relationship with the H.G.A. from this (with perhaps the Nephilim being in this 'lower astral' realm).  The lower astral is then the atmosphere itself and yet again, I'll refer people to the Golden Chain of Homer for more detail on this.
Other references include: ‘“Praises should be sung to the wind for it is the atman of all.” (Rg. 10.92.13) “The wind, atman of the gods, seed of the world, this god wanders according to his will.  His sounds are heard, his form is not seen.”’ (Miller p. 192:Rg. 10.168.4)  These references appear to attribute a wide range of qualities to atman, some which may seem contradictory.  The last quoted passage refers to atman as the “…seed of the world.” This could imply a connection with the monistic absolute discussed earlier, thus implying an ‘essence’ of the world.  Nonetheless it is also equated with wind, and also breath and prana, which also implies a physiological faculty.  Such all encompassing descriptions of atman make it too easy for scholars to reduce it to simply one element, when in fact the texts portray it as encompassing several elements.  To reduce atman simply to a vital faculty or to limit it to a ‘soul’ or cosmic ‘essence’ involves a distortion of its actual portrayal within the texts. 
The physiological faculty as described in the above paragraph is of the prana, which means of the Sun and is the connection of the Atman with the spirit of the Sun and a key to all solar-phallic religions.  That these religions have become viewed as sinful has to do with again, the misinterpretation of sin (or the god Mars that is the Sumerican SIN).  And so the solar-phallic teachings became hidden in the exoteric forms, which then of course, became distorted by the politicos.
Reat makes a similar connection between atman and breath, explaining that prana connotes life, wakefulness, and activity. (Reat p. 91)  In this regard he notes that the word ‘vata’ came to designate a “vital air’ or ‘subtle breath’ in later Indian thought, while in the Rg. Veda it seems to denote meteorlogical wind.  Reat claims that in passages where atman is represented as being related to wind, the most obvious translation would be simply breath. He adds that, “Like prana, atman is represented as a vital faculty which, on a macrocosmic scale, corresponds to wind.” (Reat p. 93)  Thus he attempts to reduce the term atman to only one of its many frames of reference.  This becomes problematic as will be shown later on.   
Other Vedic contexts portray atman as a more complex psychological concept than simply a form of prana.  The fundamental connection of atman with respiration signifies a situation which suggests the translation of the Vedic term atman with the English ‘spirit’ because of the etymological connections of spirit and breath.  Thus the term atman-vant (‘having spirit’) apparently means ‘animated living.’ (Reat p. 93)  Reat points out that in various passages where Soma is described as the atman, or ‘spirit’ of the sacrifice (atma-yajnasya), “…the term should probably again be taken as implying an animating principle rather than in the Vedantic sense as ‘essence of the sacrifice.’” (Reat p. 93)  
For those that argue that life begins with conception, we have here a theological basis for showing otherwise.  There is no life without the breath.  This is the cosmogonical error of the distorted teachings of modern day Christianity...Christism.
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