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2. Our desires and their fulfillment

3.The death of the ego and the resurrection

4.Are we clever or silly?
1. Your thought, your only enemy.


Would you allow me to begin this talk with a question that I should like to put to every one of you? The question is: What do you think is the essential element,  the basic function in every human being,  young or old, man or woman, rich or poor, learned or illiterate?


Here are pieces of paper for you, on which you can, if you so wish, write your answer. One or two minutes are enough..... Can I pick up your notes, now?

Thank you. Let us look at your answers:

1. Reason. 2. Suffering. 3. Sexualism. 4. The pursuit of happiness. 5. The will to be rich. 6. The desire for power.  7. This tendency to hope. 8. Covering one's needs. 9. Self preservation. Survival. 11. Thinking. 12. The need of acceptance by others.  13. Securing food.


A lot of different answers, and one of them: thinking. What do you think? Is it true, the correct answer? Do we all realize that the thinking is the most basic, central element in every human being? Not because somebody else said so, but because we see clearly now that it is. Every movement of ours, every action, reaction, hope, pursuit, avoidance, all our cunning, mess, trick,  defense or precaution come out of our thought, they are thought.


Do you agree? Can you see it? The hope to be happy, the pursuit of happiness is thought. The fear of death, the fear of illness is thought. The idea that if I get rich or famous, I shall be happy is a thought. It is thought that makes me say that I am unhappy, that I suffer. It is thought that condemns me to loneliness, to inertia, to idleness or to dependence on others, to excessive work, to incessant action or business with some object chosen also by thought. Is it so? Is thought possessing such a power and such a force or are we exaggerating?


I am asking you: Have you ever seen any people eating much more than normal, though they were already too heavy? Or, drink too much alcohol, although their nervous systems were already injured by it? Is it not thought that pushes to excessive eating or drinking or any other excess?


So, if thought, I mean our thought, the thought of every one of us has such a tremendous power, it must be something very strong, impetuous, possessing a big force , trend, push, just like a powerful machine, a dynamo. As soon as you pull a gear, press on a button, the machine starts moving, rotating with speed, with force and trend, its potential comes to being and then it is self-activated, and self-propelled.


Does the same happen, perhaps, with our thought? Let us look at it, investigate it. Let us take an example from the world of politics. Suppose that political life runs smoothly enough, with a few verbal attacks, mild ones, between the opponent parties, just to keep the names of the political leaders in the daily news. Suddenly, supplementary elections are proclaimed for a few seats in the Parliament. This acts like pressing a button to start the motor. The proclamation of elections puts in action the thought of the politicians. Let us follow it and see how it moves. Me may learn something by it about the nature of our thought, its propertied, its trends, its tendencies.
The main opposition party says:

“ELECTIONS THIS SUNDAY; YOUR BURIAL THIS MONDAY”. “YOU DISAPPEAR FOR GOOD”; “ON MONDAY MORNING, YOU HAD BETTER FLY ON A NON-RETURN TRIP”. ”WE WILL BURY YOU”.


The Government papers write:  “0n Sunday midnight youwill have sunk for ever.” “You shall never see the state power again.” “On Monday morning you will have drown.”


A third party says: Our opponents play tricks on you. “Only we can solve all your problems”. And a fourth party says: “All the other parties are the same stuff, the same fraud and cheat. We are the correct, we alone.”


We leave politics, but not before we take a look at our thought, within us, and ask ourselves: Is it only the politicians, the party leaders or officers, their staff, their newspapermen who function this way, so aggressively for the opponent, that they wish, hope, assure themselves of the opponent's defeat or  extermination at the first fight they are going to have?


Have you ever noticed how easily the idea is transmitted to children, even to very young ones, the idea of belonging to ( or being for) a sports team? And how they often ask adults: Which team are you for? And if an adult answers them; I am not for any team, they feel at a loss, get confused, find it uncomfortable, and insist: It can't be; you must be for some team, but you hide it, you don't want to tell us. But if you tell them that you are for a certain team, the child (or children) who are for the same team are happy, smile, come closer to you and say: That's good. We are together.  We are for the same team. From now on we shall be friends... The children, though, who are not for the same team, your team,will tell you: Why aid you choose that team to be for? It is not worthy. Only our team is a good one, worthy to be for; and it will certainly win the cup, this year.


We all have heard, noticed it. But have we ever thought, considered what it may mean? Can we, perhaps, consider it now? Does it probably mean that thought, our thought has the tendency to belong to a team, which means to participate in a group, to be in a flock? And why does it have this tendency, this trend? Is it, perhaps, because man lived in groups, in flocks, in tribes for thousands of years, hundreds of thousands? And this group was giving its members the sense of security, as long as each of these members lived, managed to survive? While, if any was outside the group, of the flock, one was in danger to get lost, knocked out or eaten up by other antagonistic groups?


Is it, perhaps, that our thought carries, inherited this same trend that every gregarious animal has, to seek security in the group?


Now, someone might want to ask: Why, is this bad? Why should we not belong to groups, when this belonging gives us the so necessary sense of security ?


Yes, it gives us the sense of security, the sensation of security, But, does it give us security, I mean actual security? What do you say? Since I belong to a group, to an organization, country, religion, I am not alone, I have lots of people on my side, and so I feel more secure, stronger. But, am I actually safer? My group exists, or comes into being, in opposition to or in separation from another group. Belonging to a group, psychologically means that I am opposed to another group or groups. Opposition means competition. Competition automatically generates the fear of being beaten by the opponent. Fear breads aggressiveness in the effort to beat the opponent and avoid the defeat . And because this is mutual, aggressiveness leads almost inevitably to conflict, and so to the destruction of safety, security, even life, survival.


This competition, this antagonism may be mild for some time, may appear non dangerous, something like a game of life, but sooner or later, it turns into a game of death. As soon as there appear certain conditions, outer or inner, that seem to threaten the group, or some members of the group, especially the leading ones, these members, these leaders can put in action (in the totality of the group) the mechanism of fear of the final defeat. Such a fear provokes very strong reactions, wakes up the wildest aggressiveness, hidden very deeply in our brain, in our thought; then, attack (or, counter-attack, as we may rationalize it) is the only channel where our thought run; Then,
man, reinforced by the feeling that one defends the group and oneself against the attack of others , against destruction, against the final defeat,can easily do every possible barbarism, any torture, any holocaust against the other man. Then, man can even feel happy when able to inflict pain, suffering, plundering,robbery, eviction, uprooting, making orphans, burning down, butchering, extermination against the other man.


These are not imaginary facts, literary descriptions that we can only find in books. They are realities that some of us may have lived through, in person, or in their family people; and we all have seen them happen everyday on our TV screen.


Some of you may be thinking now: These things do not happen any more in our country, or in our continent. They happened in the past, but we have left them behind us now. Now, we are mature. We are not going to allow ourselves to be driven again into killing each other, exterminating each other. These things are for the primitive, at most, for the under-developed. We are now developed.


What a fine thought, what a nice idea. How wonderful if this idea corresponded to reality. What a mature thought , what a gentle idea about ourselves. 


The idea, however, may be not the important thing, it may have no practical value at all. The important thing may be the quality of the mind, the actual state of the mind which produces these ideas but which ignores its real nature and trends.


Will you allow me to relate a short Aesopian fable? It may help us in this research we are doing here together, trying to discover the quality, the nature of our mind. The fable goes as follows:


“A wolf that was made leader of all the wolves made a law that every game each wolf catches, should be brought to the common place and shared equally among all other wolves, so that they are not pushed by hunger to eat one another some day. A donkey, hearing this, came up and said playfully: 'A gentle idea came out of this wolf's mind. But why you, wolf, hid in your den the game you caught yesterday? Bring it in the middle and share it with the others.' This unveiling brought shame to the wolf and he canceled his law.”


So, the wolf's mind can produce gentle thoughts, but these gentle thoughts do not comply with his character, that is, with the quality, the nature of his own mind. This nature of his mind pushes him to hide his own food, to save it and allows him not to share it, as he very gently thought of doing. That is, his mind does not agree with the ideas produced by itself. Is it not curious? Is it not strange?


Can such a curious, strange phenomenon happen in our mind, too? In us, developed human beings? What do you say? Can it be?


Let us take an example. Developed countries their governments often take decisions to help poor, underdeveloped populations. In certain parts of our globe, the soil is poor, infertile, water is rare, the technology not advanced as in other parts; Therefore, people in those poor areas suffer from hunger and the diseases it causes. So, people of the rich areas, with the fertile soil, abundant waters, advanced technology, thought they could help the hungry populations, distribute their surplus production to them. What a gentle idea! But, does it agree with the character, the nature of our mind?


We often read in the newspapers about destruction of surplus food production. In Holland, for example, the Government sank big quantities of milk butter to the bottom of the sea, so that the excess of offer does not reduce the price of this butter. Other Mediterranean countries bury huge quantities of fruit, oranges, peaches, tomatoes, water-melons, grapes, for the same reason. That butter, though, could give enough protein to a great number of people in those poor countries. You all know that a spoon full of butter and a handful of rice is enough food for one person, in those hot countries.  People in colder countries, also, richer in protein production, would need the destroyed fruit, rich in vitamins, for a healthy and balanced diet.


Although our mind is capable of producing thoughts of gentleness, justice, reason, nice theories about brotherhood, equality, liberty, it seems that the nature of our mind cannot allow us to act in accordance with these ideas. Why? How does this strange thing happen in us? Shall we look at it?


Is it, perhaps, that our mind, our brain is very old, very strong, while our gentle ideas are too new, too weak and easily defeated, recede under its pressure? And what is this pressure exerted by our mind, our brain, our way of thinking and acting against our gentle ideas about solidarity, brotherhood, just sharing, peace, stopping of antagonism and war? Where does this pressure, this force spring from? What is it's root, it's shape, it's conditioning? Is it steady, invariable, irrevocable or can it be influenced, changed, or at least weakened?


Is it invariable and irrevocable, there is no hope of changing it. We shall always be what we have always been and what we are going to be. We shall talk about love and act with hate. We shall talk about brotherhood and look at other people as being our enemies and try to beat them by any possible way, rude, raw or indirect, cunning. We shall talk about justice and act trying to deceive others or profit from them in every possible way. We shall praise humility but use every means, direct or indirect, to promote our selves to reach high, to the top. Pushing aside, to the bottom, if need be, the ones who get in our way up. We shall worship our Gods, our leaders, our teachers and kill our fellow-man.


Why does it go like that? Have you ever thought about it? Have you observed or noticed it? I am listening to your replies......


Are you observing it now? Are you looking at it? Each one of us separately, of course. A truth we understand, an insight we have, a piece of self-knowledge we realize, can never be a group phenomenon, a collective  fact. It is something exclusively individual, referring to the entity, the individuality of each one of us.


What do individual, entity, individuality mean? Individual means without division, without cut, something that can't be broken, fragmented, and so it is whole, entire, total, complete. There is also another meaning, more usual. Individual, private, in opposition to common ,total and global. In this last sense we point out that I, me, the individual, I am separate from you, irrelative  to  you and to the other individuals, and this may be practically useful, but psychologically useless, false , deceitful, an error of our thought, a self-deception. But we are not going to discuss this now.


Now we are at the totality, that is the whole, complete individual. Can this individuality, this wholeness observe, conceive, perceive the cause of our behavior? That is, can we understand the cause of contradiction between our ideas (or words) and our actions? Can we see why, although I admire generosity, I want to be generous, open-handed, I want to give away what surplus I have, I even make laws in order to impose this free destribution, this sharing and this brotherhood, why my actions are just the opposite? Actually, not only I avoid to give away my superabundance, but I am always collecting, accumulating, augmenting, increasing, and if I ever give something away, something old or useless for me, something that may be a burden, an impediment to me, even then I try to get something (a service, a favor, recognition, gratitude) in exchange for what I give.


I may present my son or my daughter with many gifts, but with every new gift I give them, I want their love for me to increase, I want to be, if possible, their only love, exclusively. Nobody else should be as important to them as I. So, even when I spend my capital in order to give other people gifts, my thought hopes, expects something in exchange, that is my thought, my self continues to be interested in himself. Even when I sacrifice myself or die for the others, I believe or I hope that they will recognize it.


Therefore, my thought has itself in its center, that is to say, it is self-centered, or egocentric. Of course, we all have observed this, we all seen it clearly, but only in other people. How easily we tell one another: “You are very egocentric, very selfish, nothing else.” Or in the third person: “He or she is a very egocentric person; impossible to cooperate with.” But never in the first person. Have you ever heard anyone say: “I am a very egocentric person.” Never, of course. How often do you hear people say: “I want everything mine, or, I want to be the most important man, I want to be at the top, I want every one to do as I say.”

One or more of you may say: “Yes, I heard it. My father, for example, was very dictatorial, very egocentric, but he knew it, he confessed it when he told his wife and children: “You will do only as I say. You will be listening only to me.” But, did he confess his egocentrism by these words, or did he cover it by adding: “I want you to obey me for your own good. That's the only way for you to become good, as I am. Otherwise, you will get lost.” So he covered his egocentrism, his self-interest by the opposite thought that he was interested in the good of others and not of himself.


What is going on now, at this moment, in your mind, in the mind of each one of you separately, in my mind too? Does our mind, our thought see easily the egocentrism only in other people? Or do we not want to see it because we hope, we want to hope that we shall get something from the other, while if we admit that the other is definitely, irrevocably egocentric, we must give up, negate the hope to get something from them? Is perhaps such a thought unbearable and suppress it, bury it, so that we can cherish the hope that we shall be given by the other the things we long for?


Are we perhaps doing exactly the same thing with ourselves? That is, if we admit that we are egocentric, we are afraid that we may lose any hope we had that the other will give us the things we expect from them. Because he other can give only when they expect go get. If I confess, if I show apparently my egocentrism, that I am only interested to get something out of it, then who will give me what I want? I shall be isolated from everybody else, I shall never get anything more. Therefore, I shall cover, in every possible way, my egocentrism, my self-interest; I shall continually say that I want to help the other, to drive them out of their egocentricity;  (how nice it would be if the other gave up their egocentricity without me giving it up, too) that I want to give them my love, my care, my protection, my guidance, to solve their problems, psychological, physical, financial, economic. So I become an economist, a politician, a physician, a psychologist, an ideologist, a priest, I write articles and books and I try to persuade them how much I care about them, for their salvation, for their well-being. And if I ask a certain payment, small or big, usually big enough, for the services of mine, they should even thank me for my accepting to get so little while I offer them so much. You see, then, how little egocentric I am, probably, not at all selfish. I have stopped being interested in myself. I am only interested for the others. And if I take this little money from them, it is only in order to support myself, or pay an air-ticket from time to time, hotels too, when I travel to other countries to offer my services, my knowledge. You know, people need me in other countries too and I don't refuse my offer to them, my salutary guidance.


And if, in spite of all my guidance, my interest, my help, these people suffer and finally die of their troubles, then I sit down and analyze the causes of their trouble, their sickness, their misery,  their extermination. I become historian, sociologist, philosopher; in order to explain the causes of the situation, but without even including myself in all that. I am out of all that. The problem is in them, in the others, in the economic, social, religious, psychological conditions, their local, particular condition. That is what drives them, the others, to disease, conflict, war, killing. I have nothing to do with all that. But because I consider myself not only a student of history but also a humanist, I invent (or follow) a theory, an ideology, a religion, which, I am sure, if people will follow it, they will solve their problems, they will be saved. So, I have persuaded myself  (and many of the others, unfortunately) that I am a real humanist, that I have not a sign of egocentrism, self-interest. It is quite obvious, I think.


So I managed to hide deeply, to cross out of my conscience (so I think) my actual egocentrism. Don't tell me to work free, though, without a fee. I may refuse money, material payment, but then I want to have your recognition for my disinterestedness; I want you to value that I am free from dependence on material wealth. But if I work free and you give me no recognition, if you ignore me, I can't stand it. I shall call you ungrateful, I shall not call myself egocentric, but you.


Do you see now the problem? Our mind, our thought is turned, demanding, judging, doubting, negating to the other, never to oneself. Our thought cannot, does not want to observe its own self. If it ever opens the pot and looks inside, it gets terribly annoyed, sick, frightened, panic-stricken.


Is it so? Does this thing happen? And why? Is it, perhaps, that we have given such a dominant position in this thought of ours, it's function, its trend, that we are afraid it might be overturned, dissolved, if me look at it and see it's ugliness, its egocentrism, its limitation, its vulgarity? Is it that? If it is so, then, we shall avoid to look at our thought, by all means. And so we shall ignore it. Then, our thought not bothered, unconscious, unknown, from inside the brain center where it is established, will direct, manage our action in it's own way, egocentric, separative, aggressive to the other, defensive to itself.  With its own trend to always protect itself, withdraw, hide from danger, avoid the new, which it is afraid of, to which it projects the fear it carries within itself from it's old self.


And never, never, expect, perhaps at some rare moments which come when thought is relaxed or tired, never am I touched by the joy of freedom, that can come only when the defense of thought has been dissolved, it's strongholds have collapsed, it's effort for accomplishment is turned off.


Then, perhaps, affection can be born in me, the boundlessness of affection, which does not separate us in me and you, in us and you, but connects us and permeates, saturates everything by it's fine perfume.


In such a state, all the burden of the fear and aggressiveness that our thought, our brain carries within itself, recedes, dissolves, disappears and the relation between us stops being dependence and the seeking of pleasure and is permeated by love and freedom.

…

2. Our desires and their fulfillment.


I should ask you to allow me to begin this talk with a question that I'd like to put to each one of you, relative to your desire or desires. For your convenience, and in order to be short, I should suggest that you could start your answer with the words: “ I should like too.....” and go on describing your strongest, your main desire.


I give out a piece of paper so that you can, if you want, write down your answer. One minute (60 seconds) is enough.


Can I collect the papers now? … Thank you … Let's now look at your answers:

· I should like to be for ever young, pretty and rich.

· I should like not to have been born.

· I should like to have a big country house with a swimming pool.

· I should like to have been married and got a son.

· I should like to get a job.

· I should like to have a lot of money.

· I should like to succeed in life.

· I should like to live in wilderness.

· I should like my mother not to have been deceased.

· I should like to be for ever healthy as I am now.

· I should like to lose 10 kilos of my weight.

· I should like to work in a hotel so that I can see lot's of people.

· I should like to be independent and healthy.

· I should like not to have been married.

· I should like to know how to deal with different situations.

· I should like to succeed much in the profession of gymnastics teacher which I love and offer 
new things in it.

· I should like to possess (or live in) a cottage, far from the city, with a view to the sea, with a 
piece of land around to cultivate, and lots of peace and loneliness.

· I should like to do what I like without any restrictions.

· I should like to graduate from a college school and then get a job that would give me a good 
income to allow me to live easily.

· I should like to be a balanced person.

…


How did these answers seem to you? What a variety, yes! Contradictory, or very different the one from the other, like the one “I should like to work in a hotel so that I can see lots of people” and the other “I should like to live in the wilderness”, or the one “I should like to be for ever healthy as I am now” and the other “I should like not to have been born”.


Could we, now, look at, or investigate these desires of yours one by one, or could we, perhaps, find out the common element connecting them, their common nature? Now, some of you may be asking themselves: What connection, what relation can there be among the desire of someone not to have been born, and the desire of someone else to be for ever healthy as now? Is there any relation between them? Ask yourselves. Find out … What did you find? The one is negative, the other is positive. In other words, they are altogether opposite, irrelative.


What do you think actually? That these two people are irrelative, contradictory, opposite, completely different? Or, it may be that our mind, our thought can produce desires that are altogether opposite? Is it so? What do you say? If it is so, the same person could have opposite desires at different moments of his life. For example, if for some reason, a person feels a deep disappointment, depression, general failure in his / her seekings, that person may have the desire not to have been born, or die the soonest possible; but if that same person feels that he (or she) is winning, succeeds in what one desired greatly, one has the desire to live as long as possible, or die the latest possible. Is it so? Have you not felt it? I mean, the opposite desires that are born in your min? Have you not felt it? I mean, the opposite desires that are born in your mind?


If you have lived in an over-crowded place for a long time, your strongest desire is to live in the wilderness. But, if you have lived in the wilderness for a long time, your greatest desire is to live among the crowds of people again. If you have never married, your greatest desire, yearning, longing is to get married, but if you have been married for some time, your secret desire (it may be expressed openly, too) is to escape from the overstrain of this relationship, you don't know how to deal with.


You know the story of someone who was asked by a friend: -I heard that you've got married three weeks ago, how are you doing? -Let me tell you, he replies. The first week it was nice. I was talking and she was listening. The second week, things changed: she was talking, and I was listening. -How about now? Asked the friend, curious, impatient. -Now, the other replied, we both talk, and the neighbors are listening.


The story does not tell us the other side, the wife's one. If it did, it would be something like this: “The first week, it was not at all nice. He was talking all the time and I had to (or pretended) to listen. But the second week, things changed. I started to talk myself and he was listening. (For the third week, the description is the same by both sides.)


What has happened now within your mind? Did you, perhaps, discover the common element in all desires, no matter how different they may appear? And what is this element? Or, may you have discovered the source, or as you were digging, found the root which all desires stem from, both your desires and other people's desires, though they may appear to you very opposite, separate, antagonistic? And what is this root, this source? What did you find? I am listening to your answers.....

1. Conformation to the desires of  our parents produces the same desires in us.

2. Desires are produced by bodily stimuli.

3. Desires are born by our imagination.


What do you say now? What produces desire? The external stimuli? The mind, the thought? Is it thought which creates the desires? Or the body, the various sensory organs, the various glands? Or, the various external stimuli, the impressions? What do say? How shall we find out?


Now, someone might want to ask. Why should we try to find out? This or that way, we are slaves to our desires. We follow them, we go where they push us and since our desires never (or, rarely) coincide with the desires of the other people, our own people, relatives, partners, neighbors, they make us live a life full of conflict, trouble, antagonism, enmity, false friendships and cunning compromises. And we are not going to get rid from these desires only with the end of our life. Because, even if we go to a monastery or to the wilderness, the opposite desires will appear again and torture us. So, let us leave it as it is and not investigate it, lest we do more evil.


But someone else may be thinking: We must research, try to find out the cause, the root of desire. And if it is the body, we may find ways to control the body and so control the desire. Then we may be able to suppress the destructive desires and cultivate the desires that are positive, creative, leading to happiness. Again, if thought is the root of the desire, if we learn to control thought, we shall be able to control desire.


What do you say? How shall we proceed now with this investigation? I think I hear some of you say: the body, and some others say: thought is the source of the desire. Would you agree to examine both, in order?


Agreed. Let's take the body first. Can the body produce, cause the desire for food, for example? Not the idea about eating, but the appetite, a real appetite for food, actual hunger. Yes, we all have known it, we all have felt hunger. When? When we have fully digested, or burned, so to say, the calories we took in. Then, the glands controlling this mechanism produce the feeling of hunger by contractions of the stomach, secretions of the glands etc. So, the body itself, without the intervention of thought, in its autonomous way causes the appetite, the need to eat inside everyone of us.


Let us take thought, now. Can thought incite the desire for food? You walk by a grill house, a restaurant or, you open your fridge. The smells or the view of food come to your nose or eyes and then your thought, your brain  takes this stimulus, awakens the memory of tasty food, stimulates your throat and makes the picture of you eating some tasty food. So, the desire to eat is born in you, though your body, your stomach has no need to eat, it is not hungry. But the thought, and the desire it incites is so strong, so impetuous, is so full of energy and potency that it pushes the body, compels it, extorts it, so that the desire can be fulfilled.


What do you think? Is it so, does it go like that?

So, the body has it's own way, independent from thought, to warn us about it's needs. A basic bodily need is movement, you all know about it. When this need is not satisfied, when we suppress (ourselves or by others) this bodily need, the body will present some reactions which may be labeled neurotic by someone else and then you may fall in the hands of the physician, the neurologist or the psychologist.


On the contrary, if you move or tire yourself excessively, the body will again warn you of it's need for rest, immobility. If your thought (or the thought of others which become your own) suppresses this need, your body will again present sickly reactions, and possibly serious diseases, physical or psychic.


If you don't pay attention to your body warning you that it has had enough food, and you continue eating because your throat gets satisfaction, pleasure from the nice taste, or because food substitutes for other needs of yours, psychological, then you will certainly have a heavy stomach, then a bad mood, interior imbalance in the secretions of various glands, and finally, obesity and disease or even abrupt death due to overeating or overdrinking.


But, if you have the intelligence not to submit to the demands of thought, of desire for more food, that is for more pleasure, then you keep not only organically healthy, a light body, you also keep your mental, psychological sensitivity to observe whatever happens inside you and around you, without being carried away to coarse reactions which happen when you lose your sensitivity, your fine psychosomatic balance, your homeostasis.


You may then realize that your body may not need meat eating and so you may not submit to the demand of your thought for meat eating and avoid the diseases it may cause, according to what science says.


You may then find the right diet, the right cooking of food, by listening, paying attention to the reactions of your body and not submit to any fashion or school of the day.


We could say just the same about the other needs of the body. The body needs and likes warmth. But if you overwarm it, for more protection, for more pleasure, it will feel uncomfortable, nervous, or it may sweat and catch a cold. The body needs the touch with other bodies. It also warns you when it has accumulated sexual  tension and needs relief. Thought, though, as it remembers that pleasure, it creates pictures that incite sexual desire and seeks it's fulfillment, without the body really needing it. And since desire, in general, seeks it's fulfillment impetuously, strongly, demanding, it usually manages to compel the body, to subdue it to its purposes, to its accomplishment.


What are you saying, what are you thinking now? Which desire dominates your thought this moment or during the last days? It may be the desire for knowledge. Thought says: I want to learn about myself, I want to acquire psychological knowledge. I attend talks, seminars, I listen to teachers or psychologists, I read psychological books, hoping that I will learn what I desire to learn. That is, my desire to learn is seeking its fulfillment in every way. But, in this way, can I learn anything essential about myself? Or, in this way, I am under the domination of my thought, that caused in me the desire to learn, then I got attached to that desire and, consequently, it is impossible for me to operate as a whole and so learn something essential about myself, about my thought, my desire and my other functions. Can I learn anything about my thought when I am dominated by it? Can I learn about desire when I am submitted to it? Can I learn about my aggressiveness when I am directed, driven by it? Can I perceive my strain, my tension, when I am motivated, activated by it?


Now, some of you may be putting the question: What is bad about submitting to desire, seeking its fulfillment, since it gives me pleasure, satisfaction? I may know that smoking narrows my arteries, damages my lungs, but why should I deprive myself of its pleasure, since I will certainly die by this or that cause? I may know that obesity can drive me to a heart disease, diabetes or other illnesses, but I don't want to miss the pleasure of the so many delicacies I can consume, and also the pleasure of the full stomach.


We see now that satisfaction, fulfillment of the desire has always its disadvantage, its inconvenience, its pain. But we probably believe that this pain, this danger is relatively small, concerns only oneself and so we feel no pressure, no urgency or responsibility to get rid of its domination, to kick it off from the first, the highest position it occupies within us. And only when we come to peak crises in our health or in our relation with one or more persons, only then we might perceive (that is, if we would not suppress or rationalize this perception) that our desire, our pleasure is ridden with such power, impetus, that could destroy very quickly, sometimes in a moment, any relation we had built with lots of toil and hopes, any work we had built with lots of effort and expense.


If, for example, my partner, husband or wife, gives me no more pleasure, bodily or psychological, my desire for pleasure can make me so violent or neurotic that I will inhesitantly destroy this relation and everything or anybody that gets in my way, even my child or children, that I used to say I loved so much, as long as this relationship was giving me pleasure.


And if my egocentric desire (because desire is always egocentric) follows a different path, it can cause too much evil to many people, if need be. You all know how the rich and powerful people, after having been connected with a political party or other organization (in their own country or elsewhere), in order to serve their purposes, to augment their wealth, their power, their position of superiority they feel they possess, they do not hesitate to provoke disputes, fights, to push groups of people against other groups, without caring if these fights may end up in killing; they only care to have their own way, to fulfill their own desire. They do not hesitate to bribe, to buy people, blackmail, terrorize, equip with arms one side, one group against the other. All of you know about these things, they are know to everyone of us.


So we see how dangerous, unhesitating, destructive the desire can be driven by the power for fulfillment, when it possesses that power. We may have never asked ourselves about desire, never looked at it in the eyes. We have always avoided to confront it, investigate or doubt it, perhaps because we were afraid that it is invincible and that no power can stop it, or because we believed that our desire was the motive power of our life, the reason of our existence, and if we stop and inquire it, it may appear to us very senseless, very ugly, unimportant, destructive, and then, what shall we substitute for it, what reason of existence shall we find, for what expectation shall we toil and fight in this life?


Is it so? What do you say?


Or do we believe something else, namely that our own desire is not at all egocentric, and therefore not at all bad, that is, we may also have good desires, reasonable ones that cannot cause destruction but can be creative, do good to myself and to other people.


What do you say? Can there be non-egocentric desire? Have you ever heard anyone say: “I wish you had a lot of money?” No. We say: “I wish I had a lot of money.” It is not impossible though, for someone to tell one of his own people: “I wish you had a lot of money”, but he would mean, or hope, that he would profit himself from that money, or handle it himself. One person in love can tell one's mate: “I wish you should be happy for ever”, but one means that one will share this happiness, right? And what about love? You may ask. A person in love says: “I want, I wish you loved me for ever”. One does not say: “I want, I wish I loved you for ever”. If one really loves, this love has no relation with desire. If one desires to be loved, this desire has no relation with love.


So, desire, (we all see it, don't we?) has no relation with love and therefore it has no relation with creativity or goodness. Desire starts from a certain point in our brain each time, uses thought, the pictures that thought has accumulated, memorized, or makes combinations, compositions, or recreations of these pictures and pushes strongly for its fulfillment, subduing all the available neurotic and other forms of energy to the accomplishment of its purpose, to its realization. It is interested only in its satisfaction, its realization, in its own self and it can unhesitatingly aggressive, rude, coarse, insensitive to the total existence, to the totality of the person and to the other persons.


You have already observed all that, or is it the first time you are hearing it? And if it is the first time, what will you do? Will you, perhaps, look again at the desire with attention, interest or will you look at it with the intention, the tendency to suppress it, control it, cross it out, which is another desire? Can you observe the desire with the desire to control it? Then, you are not observing desire, your desire is functionning  which does not allow for your totality, your intelligence  to function. But only this intelligence can, if it is functionning, observe the various activities within us, and especially the activity of the desire which is so cunning, so crafty and versatile that it continually changes form and object.


Have you ever noticed what takes place in the case you name yourself, a follower of a school, of a theory, of a leader? And what takes place within the leader? I mean, what happens in the mind of the one and the others? If it's true that our thought, our conscience is the same in all of us, from the smallest and most unimportant to the biggest and most important, then we are all equal. Psychologically, we are all equal. We all have within us the same center, the same force, the same direction, trend. So, when I name myself a follower, a believer, faithful and obedient to a leader, I don't stop being the same, equal with the leader. In what sense, equal? In the sense that I want to take something, obtain some of the things that the leader is promising to me. The leader also wants to obtain something for himself, that is to realize his promises to me, in order to certify the idea, the image of the leader he has about himself. Do you understand what an artful trick our thought plays on us? Secretly and indirectly? And after I have served the leader for some time, or the organization, the corporation, the party, I start thinking, feeling that they must recognize my services and promote me, put me up in a high position (perhaps in the leadership and so the follower becomes the leader, therefore they are the same deeply within them) which will prove or confirm this recognition. If they don't do so, I feel that they are bad, both the organization and the leader, and that they should be replaced; or I withdraw, I resign and refuse them, reject them.


But the leader, as well, wants me to obey, to submit, as a proof that he is a good leader, that I recognize that he is working for me, for my own good, he accepts me, thinks of me and so I owe him gratefulness and obedience without objections or demands. He would like to tell me that, finally, he exists for me only, and so we see the element of the follower in the leader too. That is, they have the same dependence on each other. Do you see now that deeply they are the same? The follower wants to worship or recognize a certain leader for one's own egocentric reason or purpose, and the leader wants to be worshiped or recognized for one's own egocentric reason or purpose which they both cover by rationalizing it or embellishing it. Do you see now that each one of them cheats o deceits the other, but also oneself? So, each one destroys the other one, since one prevents the other from looking at the reality of one's own self, of one's motives, fear, hopes, searches, which all have as their center the small, limited, separative, antagonistic ego, which one ignores and so it can drive one away to all sorts of dangerous self-illusions.


How could you ever know yourself when you are worshiping someone else, or being worshiped by someone else? When you are a leader or a follower? Is there any intelligence, any total functioning in such situations? Can sensitivity function there, which requires complete freedom from any dependence, from any submission?


Please, do not say: “From tomorrow on I shall put in action, in function my whole brain, all my senses, in order to have that joy and freedom of the total functioning, of the widest sensitivity for everybody and everything. It will not happen. You, that is, your thought can put in action the whole of the brain. This is a contradiction. Do you understand? The part can never include or activate the whole.


But if you say: “From tomorrow on, from today, from now on I shall start to observe my thought, everything I am doing (since everything I am doing starts from my thought) not in order to control it, suppress it, praise it or intensify it so that I succeed in it; no, nothing of these. Because in all these, thought is dominating, desire is lurking and no observation functioning. So, if I am observing, if my thought is observing my thought, calmly, attentively, with interest, then the narrow circle of my thought, which so far is only activated by the ego, by the desire of the fear about its own self, begins to widen, to be enriched with new elements, new recordings in the cells of my brain. Then, some day, you may feel that your whole brain has been activated, including now not only thought, but also many other functions, feelings, sensations, sensitivity, objective observation, freedom from egocentrism, control of your energy before it takes a certain egocentric, or aggressive trend, affection, altruism, control of the construction of images by the mind leading to desire and to the need for fulfillment, freedom from the sickly satisfaction of victory of the depressive sense of failure or defeat, or being hurt.


You understand, perhaps, what fine fields of freedom and joy one can live in, when one has this total functioning.


But do not seek it, do not go for it. On the contrary. You must negate the desire to win it. You must allow the death of desire to take place within you, the death of seeking the fulfillment of this desire. You must first die, the ego must die which seeks the pleasure, the victory, the accomplishment. Otherwise the way will never open, the path leading there. That path passes over the grave of your ego. You understand how painful it is, what pain you will experience when you allow the ego to be defeated, extinguished by the wounds it will receive. Have you noticed how the slightest offense to you ego, the most indirect slander against it, cause in you great upsetting, anxiety, indignation, confusion? Do you understand how powerful the ego is? What do you say? Can such a stronghold, such a fortress be defeated, overrun, when it is protected by so many exterior and interior defensive walls?

…

3. The death of the ego (me) and the resurrection of love.


I shall ask you to allow me to begin this talk, too, with a question that I would like to put to everyone of you. I distribute pieces of paper for you to write your answer, if you will...

Well, the question is: “Which do you think is the basic desire common to all human beings?” Did you understand the question well? Not which is your own, your personal basic desire, but which desire, what wish is the more essential, basic, strongest in all people, your or old, man or woman, rich or poor, famous, cosmopolitan or simple villagers, educated and scholar or uneducated and illiterate...

One minute is enough for your answer...

Can I collect the papers now?... Thank you... Now, let us look at your answers:

· Social recognition.

· To be loved by the other.

· Desire for power.

· Desire for social contribution.

· The desire to love.

· The desire to be loved.

· The desire not to die.

· Success.

· The desire to get at something better, something more than the present state.

· To live many years.

That's a really great variety in your answers.

It might be very interesting to study them one by one and find, perhaps, either by oneself or together with someone else, why one considers as man's main, central desire the acquisition of power, or social recognition, or success, or the desire to be loved etc.


But we can't do this here and now. Maybe, other people are not interested in what each other one considers, for a certain reason, either because one feels so, or because one has been influenced to believe so, as the main, the strongest desire, as the common one, of everyone of the human beings, of the whole “mankind”. I said the whole called mankind, (man, for convenience) because, in spite of our individual differences of idiosyncrasy, that is, temperament (one is more active, the other is more calm, one is talkative and enthusiastic, the other is more or less silent and thoughtful), differences of character, of economic status, social statue, educational, differences of age, sex, race, color etc. Inspite of all these differences, all of us together make, compose the whole called “man”, carrying within, in the mind, in the thought, in the soul, certain common conditioning's, predetermination's, trends, states. For example: Which human being, in any part of the world, has not felt attachment to a person or thing of his own? And who has not felt the pain brought by separation from this attachment? Who, young or old, strong or weak, man or woman, does not feel great when the other man treats one with kindness, gentleness, goodness, with interest for one's problems, for one's needs, and who does not get hurt, offended, upset when the other man treats one abruptly, coarsely, demanding, authoritatively,  demanding submission and fear?


But let us go back to our discussion, that is to your replies to the question about the common and central desire of all human beings. Could we perhaps, find in all this variety of your answers, some common element, a common denominator? You may be asking yourselves, now, what common element, what relation can there be between the reply “desire for power” and the reply “desire to be loved”, or between the answer “social recognition” and the answer answer “desire for social contribution”, or “the desire to love” and the “desire to be loved”. What do you say? Did you find anything? I am listening to your answers..... You say that there is no relation between some desires which you call egocentric and some others which seem to be, which you call altruistic, which seem to spring from the interest for the other, from a willingness to offer.


Let us take the two more opposite, seemingly opposite between them desires: The desire to love and the desire to be loved. You will all agree, find it true that the second one, the desire to be loved by the other is egocentric, its center, its object is the satisfaction of one's ego, of one's self. What about the other, the desire to love? Is it not altruistic, humane, wonderful, worth of encouraging, cultivating, devoting my life in it, inciting the other to do the same? If it is so, if this desire to love is really humane, then we have but to spread it, teach it, establishing schools, if need be, even Universities, where this art of loving the other man could be taught. Since we all know, we all have understood it already, that our egocentrism causes all of our conflicts, brings so much trouble, suffering, pain, so much inhumanity in our human relations, so much violence and barbarism, that we believe, we feel that if we concern ourselves with love, if we cultivate it, all our problems will be solved. We shall stop, at last, after so many thousands of years, to live with war and the fear of war, not only the military war, but also the war in our everyday relations, between you and me, between husband and wife, parent and child, between the older child and the younger one, between the strong and the weak, either teacher and pupil, or employer and employee, between the “superior” of any kind, and the “inferior” of any kind.


What do you say? Is it not simple? Or do you object? I think I can hear an objection from within me, perhaps from within you too. Since love has already been taught, preached for thousands of years, is still taught and preached every day in schools, religious establishments, churches and mosques, in Schools of Philosophy, Psychology, Theology, in the various theories of the Left an the Right, why our real life is a secret war, secret fear, and secret hate? What do you say? How will you answer this question? To this challenge that reality presents with us? Shall we hide from it, shall we cover it or look at it courageously, without fear, without disgust for it's ugliness, but with the interest to discover what is hidden in there?


Is it, perhaps, that when I say “I want to love others” I am am seeking something for myself, I want to give something to myself? Please look at it, without fear, without escaping, turning away as if being afraid you might fall into a dangerous pit. It is not so horrible, look at it. It may become horrible when you avoid it, when you deliberately ignore it. So, what is exactly happening? When you want to love the other, to give them your love, to see them happy, are you not, yourself, in this desire? That is, the ego, the me continues to be in there, present, dominant, though disguised as altruistic? Is it so, yes or no?


If it is so, then we see clearly that even in the desire to give, there is, hidden, the desire to take, to receive. So, every desire of ours hides in it the self-interest, right? What is going on now, this moment, within us? Do we see, are we discovering, the common element, the common denominator existing in every desire, in all of our desires, though they may seem opposite or contradictory? And what is this common element? Is it not to take something for myself, for my ego? Every desire, even the desire to love the other, hides in it this element, this hope, the desire to get something for me, even if it is very fine and indiscernible. But, you may say, when someone sacrifices oneself, when one gives one's life for the country or belief or theory, political or other, does then one want to get something? Please look at it. I believe in my country, my leader, my ideology and so on and I feel united with the other who belongs to the same country of idea. I and the other co-believers are one. So I am in them. When I sacrifice myself for the country or the idea, the other will recognize my sacrifice, as an act of belief, of consistence, of solidarity to my group of which I am part. I also recognize it as such and feel so proud about it. Do you see it clearly, that even in this case my self, my ego gets something? Do you see the egocentric element hiding cunningly and imperceptibly behind all that?


Now, someone of you may think; at least I think of it and I will tell you: But, is there no act of love, none whatever, in this world, by these beings called humans? Is the situation so desperate? Is there no movement, no activity that is not egocentric? Of course, there is. But, this action of love, these manifestations of love cannot be desired by the ego, neither performed by it. If the ego desires love, that will not be love. If the ego desire to do good to the other, to society, mankind, that will not be good.


But if there is love, state of love, then there can't be the ego desiring love. If there is love, then there is the action of the good, of the goodness, without the desire of the ego to do good. Is it so? Do you see it?


Now, someone of you may talk with oneself and say: “Yes, I see it. But what is the value of it?” It is something completely theoretical. In praxis, I mean, in the actual everyday life, the valuable thing is the power, the position or power or superiority or imposition that you can have towards the other persons. Even, among the supposedly “beloved brothers”. Is it not so? The older child will usually use the position of superiority one has in order to beat or exploit one's younger brother or sister. But, have you noticed that the younger child, if supported by a parent, can beat, even knock out the older child. For example: If the first child is a boy and the second one a girl, she can, if supported by her father against the boy, beat the boy, humiliate him, crush him, not only by words but also by physical violence, hitting, so much as to give him serious psychological wounds. And on the contrary, if the second child is a boy and be supported by his mother against the eldest daughter, he can manage to break her altogether, by degrading and beating and attacking her so much that she may lose for ever her courage for living, after the traumatic experiences she had, in her sense of dignity and self-esteem, by her own brother who was supported by a parent or, sometimes, both parents. But a parent can also ally with one or more children in order to beat, submit, crush the other parent, the mate. And if one put it well in one's mind, one will manage it. Only that one does not understand that as one uses the child as a weapon in one's fight with the partner, one destroys not only the partner, by also the child and oneself.


It seems though that this trend, this urge for winning and the battle it provokes is so strong, so impetuous that all of our energy is concentrated around it, gets absorbed, channeled in this direction and there is no energy left available for observation and self-observation. Have you noticed how often in a company, organization, partners or colleagues try to beat each other, or they tend to ally with one another in order to beat someone else, or some others, who also ally with the same purpose.


But why should our energy take this form of the effort to beat each other? Is it perhaps a matter of our inheritance, a curse that we are carrying within us, in our brain, our soul and that is transported by itself from generation to generation? Or is it that we transmit them from generation to generation, from the big to the small, because we have never been willing to stop and look inside us? Is there inside us a hard nucleus, the ego or something else which moves irrevocably, inherently, to this direction to beat the other, and it is inherited with the life in the newborn, and so we have no responsibility for it's transmittal? What do you say? Are we so made once and for ever, to fight each other to the victory or the defeat each time? Or, is this only a form that our energy takes, the vital power within us, because this form is the main one we see in the others or because it is the form they apply on us and then we try, all lifelong, to imitate it or retribute it?


What do you say? Can it be so? That is, our aggression is the form, the way, the direction that our energy has taken since long before, since the primitive times and it continues to manifest itself always in the same way? Have you ever asked yourselves whether aggression, our will, our tendency to win, to take, always to take, to have pleasure individual, egocentric, from the grossest to the finest, this incessant pressure within us, in our brain, all this may be a completely useless form of energy, destructive, a consuming spoil of our vital power, which for subdues, enslaves the whole of our brain, our energy in a primitive form of life, the form of antagonism, of self-promotion and self-assurance and, at the same time, of hunting each other and finally exterminating each other.


Have you ever thought that if this energy changed direction, were channelized, could transform our life from one day to the other? What do you say? Can this change, this channeling take place? And to what direction? Please put this question each one to oneself, inwardly. How can this transformation, this channeling, this mutation, if you want a more scientific term, take place? After having put this question to yourself, can you observe what is going on within you? What do you exactly feel, or think? Do you perhaps expect someone to tell you how? For example, the speaker? Or, if the speaker does not know, or you think he is mistaken, then you will look for someone else, a teacher, a school, a philosophical theory, a yogi, a saint, or a scholl of esoteric philosophy, or of occultism, of astrology in the hope, with the desire to be given the answer, to take the method that would lead you out of the present state of tension, anxiety, antagonism, uncertainty, of the self-destructive effort to succeed, to win, to beat or surpass the other and take you into the state of joy, of creativity, of love, which does not originate from the ego. Is that it? Do you expect from the speaker to tell you how, to show you the way, a method, don't you? That is to say, you desire again to take something, and therefore you are again and always in the same field, the field of the ego, the egocentrism, the egocentric activity, which has now changed its object, its seeking, its desire, and you hope now to find something new, a new pleasure, a new enjoyment, a new success in a method that would liberate you from the ego. Do you understand, do you see the self-deceit?


Then what? You may ask. Is there no way out? Are we doomed, are we for ever locked in the prison of our ego, in the limitations of our thought, which, no matter what it may think, what it may desire or realize, it will always be inside the same narrow limits of it? Could one, at least deny the world of thought, withdraw in a wilderness, and live ascetic? Or is this movement also egocentric? What do you say? Yes, it is. It is another thought, a desire to deny thought, to get out of its prison, and therefore we are again inside its cage.


What then? Could the solution be self-knowledge?


What do you think? If we could find a method, a technique for self-knowledge and obtain it, reach it, we might get liberated from our ego, our self, our prison? May this be the solution? Many people believe it, it is an idea that has spread extensively, and so many people run to various seminars, that is courses of psychology of different schools, or they go through psychoanalysis, for several years, in order to reach self-knowledge.


A friend of mine who attended such a short course, paying a good sum of money, told me:

· It was very interesting. I learned about myself.

· What did you learn exactly? I asked him.

· I remembered, he answered me, that when I was a young boy, only 5 years old, I saw my 
mother hit my sister hard and cruelly, unjustly. Terribly scared, I hid in a corner. Now I 
know why I withdraw and hide each time I see someone being treated unjustly or cruelly 
and I dare not help or intervene.

· And now, what are you going to do? I asked.

· On Monday, he answered, another course of psychology starts. I declared participation and I 
shall attend it.


Do you understand? My friend took a piece of self-knowledge, which gave him some pleasure, some joy, because self-discovery brings joy and the he will try to repeat the same experience in order to feel again the same joy, as he hopes. So self-knowledge, too, can be used as an experience, more or less pleasant, harmless, as the other experience of knowledge. One more sort of knowledge, among the others. Seeing this danger, I told my friend:

· I did not ask you what are you doing this Monday, but what are you going to do with the 
self-knowledge you have acquired. What will you do in the future if you see someone being 
treated cruelly and unjustly.

· Oh, I am not going to interfere, he replied.

· Do you ever treat your son hard? I asked again.

· Oh, yes, he said. When it is necessary, I smack him.

· And what is your present business? I asked.

· I sell cooking pots, he said, imported, very good quality, for correct, healthy cooking.

· How are you doing? I asked.

· Not very well, he said. I price them highly and we don't sell many. Each sell must give profit 
to me, cover the office expense, give profit to the sales girl and to the advertiser. Do you 
understand?


I did. Did you? I am asking you. Is there any self-knowledge here? Is this the function of self-knowledge or are we having here another trick, another self-illusion of thought, its cunning to avoid self-knowledge and the subsequent pain?


I perceive you are asking me: Why pain? Is self-knowledge painful? Just now you said that self-discovery brings joy. That's right. The discovery of our own self, of the ways one uses to avoid or substitute reality, brings surprise and joy, just as every discovery we are making out of deep interest, out of serious curiosity and investigation. But self-knowledge does not stop there. If it stops there, it is only a new trick of ourselves, a way to avoid looking at ones' reality and escape the transformation, the revolution, I would say, which is the second stage of self-knowledge.


What is this second stage? I shall come back to the discussion with my friend. I asked him:

· Do you perhaps understand that with the self-knowledge you said you acquired, you played 
(your thought played) a trick upon yourself? That you are deceiving yourself?

· No, he said surprised and a bit scared. Why?

· Could you, I asked him, after the self-knowledge you had, tell your son: I ask you to forgive 
me for all the times I smacked you, I treated you hard and unjustly. It was my stupidity that 
led me to do so, but now I know why I did it and assure you that I shall never do it again.

· Oh... eh... ah... no, he replied faltering.

· Why? I asked him. Have you not seen, have you not understood that it is unfair, unjust, hard, 
coarse, destructive and stupid to hit a small child, instead of paying attention to its needs 
and take away from it the pain, the aggressiveness, the frustration, the boredom that it may 
experience?

· Yes, he told me. I understood it.

· Then, why are you not doing it? Why don't you tell the child so? (No reply). Is it because 
your ego, you supposed dignity or respectability, or your authority, your imposition would 
suffer, would diminish, be degraded?

· Ah, yes, he replied.


Are you perceiving now what is going on? Do you see what self-knowledge means? Do you see how much the ego suffers, hurts from the offense it gets?


Can you allow your ego to be offended, reduces, attacked, degraded, defeated, dissolved? Can you? What do you say? Will you ever try? Or are you feeling now that you had better leave things as they are, that is, leave the ego in its position, and as we travel, we travel?


Because, who knows what may be brought about by this dissolution of the ego, of the self, what you may feel or may not feel, when the ego has been demolished? What will our thought hang on, hook in, what will it build its images on, when the ego is there no longer? The images, the desires, the ambitions, the acquisitions, both material and intellectual, may all lose their importance, their value, if there is no ego, around which and for which we are building them with so much toil and pain, antagonism and fighting, false and bitter friendships and painful compromises.


What do you say? Will you dare? Will you allow the ego to die or will you defend it by all means when you see it in danger?


It may be that beyond the grave of the ego there is the resurrection of love, of affection, of sensitivity, of joy, or real life. It may be that then life is an everyday, a continuous revolution, a continuous joy, a running stream of creativity, a river of affection, a sea of sensitivity, a sky of wisdom, the beauty of infinity.


What do you say? Will you dare?

…

4. Are we clever or silly?


What is the nature of our thought, of our mind? Are we clever or silly?


We all have asked ourselves this question, perhaps more than once. Of course not in public, but secretly, not to the hearing of others but voicelessly. For, when we talk with others, we try, by all means, to prove that we are clever, certainly more clever than our co-speaker or our listener, one, or more; at least as clever as the other. It does not matter much to us what we say, when talking with or to others, the main thing is not to give the impression that we are not clever, that we do not know so many things or more than the other knows. So we look for and find something impressive to say, something from the memory of the things we have seen, heard or read and so surprise, more or less the listener; so we hope, at least. And so persuade, not so much the other but our own self, that we are as clever as the other is, or, usually, more clever than the listener.


You all have noticed this way of ourselves, haven't you? Or, no? Or is this the first time you are observing it, being aware of it, thought it is going on, repeated all life long?


And now that you see it, what are you thinking of feeling? You may be feeling that it is something unpleasant, disturbing and so you have the tendency to escape quickly from this feeling, to leave it behind you, to think of it no more again. It would be better like this. Because if we insist on this feeling, on this looking, if we wish to investigate this habit of our mind, this way of its activity, it may appear silly to us, and then we shall not have the readiness to reply immediately to the other and therefore we may give the impression that we are stupid. We may not only give this impression, but also start doubting about ourselves, whether we are really clever, whether we really have reflected, meditated upon any serious problem of our life. It may suddenly occur to us that we are foolish, completely unthoughtful, confused, that we do not really know what we are doing and why we are doing it. Why we have been enslaved, submitted to a way of life ands action which not only gives us no joy but forces us to act, to behave in a way that, deep within us, we do not want, though we perpetuate it with insistence, with rush and sometimes with some sudden thrills of enthusiasm.


What do you say? Is this a fact? Please reply to your own self, not to the speaker or to some imaginary listener of yours expecting to see what impression you will make. Talk to yourself. Look at it, and if it is so, accept it, admit it as something real, inevitable, as a fact. It is so. We function like this. And we are afraid to stop functioning like this. Why? It may be because we are afraid that if we stop functioning like this, we may stop functioning altogether.


Is it so? If it is, let us admit it. Let us put in the account, that is, in the research we are doing now. Now we are investigating our thought, the nature of our mind. We are looking at ourselves objectively, from outside. Without fear, without being disturbed, without being scared that someone may call us stupid. Because, to see stupidity is cleverness, is it no? Do you agree? If I see that here, at some point, in some action of mine, in my relationships or in my business, I make a mistake, big or small, rude or fine. This seeing, this perception of the mistake is cleverness, is intelligence, clear perception, an insight into my mind, or name it as you will.


What is going on now within you? What are you feeling or thinking? Do you see that you should not be afraid, that it is not terrible to discover, to perceive that you have done some stupid thing or a mistake (or more)? Or, are you insisting upon this feeling of fear, and then try to escape, to forget this disturbing matter? Or, are you feeling something else, are you experiencing another feat? That is, you may be thinking: That's agreed, I see that I must not be afraid to perceive that I made a mistake. But, is it not terrible that I can no longer correct that mistake? Therefore, I had better not look at all at it, forget it, think not at all about it. Is it so? If this is how you are feeling, it is only natural that you want to ignore it, overlook it. It is logical to be afraid to look at the mistake or silliness. Or may the mistake be corrected? What do you say? Can there be such a hope? Are you, perhaps, secretly cherishing such a hope? And by secretly hoping, you neglect, you avoid to look at the mistake?


It is obvious to all, I think, that the mistake cannot be corrected. It is made. You can't change a fact of the past. Do you see it? Do you accept it? Or, maybe, our mind reacts, rejects this truth, is annoyed, upset. And why? Because it had been accustomed to hide, to evade, to avoid to see the mistake, the stupidity, not to admit it, to rationalize it and turn it to cleverness, to correct action which only by a bad luck or fault of the other has come to be considered as my own mistake, even thought it is not. What do you think? Is this the usual way of our thinking? Does our mind function like this? Or do you want me to use an example to make things clearer?


Let me say, then, as an example, that during these last years I used to eat more than normal and I got a lot heavier, maybe I got sick too; my heart, my liver, my stomach, my bowel, you know. How shall I look at this matter? Shall I see, shall I say that I made a mistake to be so greedy, such a big-eater? No, noway. I shall say that it was my wife's fault who is used to cook with a lot of spices and sauces and made meals so tasty and so nice looking and smelling, that I could not help eating more than necessary, right? Why, though? Because if I say that it was my fault, I shall have to admit that I have been stupid, careless, greedy, unthoughtful (just as a kid, someone could tell me; though kids rarely eat in excess, unless they are forced, directly or indirectly or unless they try to stop, through overeating, the anxiety we cause in them).


But my mind rejects the idea that I made a mistake, a fault. That I have been stupid, silly and now I pay the consequences of my stupidity. Or, I shall excuse myself by saying: Yes, I was eating a lot but I also had a lot of work to do and I had to eat much in order to stand. Since I consumed, I spent a lot, I had to take in a lot. Then, what shall I do? Instead of looking at my mistake, accepting it, I shall avoid to see it and I'll start visiting the physicians, cardiologist, pathologists etc., or I shall pay a slimming center in the hope, in the thought that someone else will find the way to correct my illness, my unpleasant state. It is not my fault that I got ill, it is due to a certain cause and some specialist, physician or psychiatrist can find the cause and cure it. In the meantime I continue overeating.


Do you see now how my mind works, how my thought is moving when it does not want or cannot look at itself, admit its cunning. Do you see now how sly thought becomes when it wants to avoid the annoying reality? Why annoying? You may ask. Because it may be very annoying to admit that I am greedy, thought less, a snatcher, rapacious maybe, and also fearful, accumulative, insecure. If I admit it, if I see the danger or the stupidity to be as I am, then, I may stop being so, I may strip myself, I may simplify myself so much that I lose all the tasty delicacies, all the enjoyments of the throat, the pleasure of accumulating and consuming, the confidence that I am clever and more clever than the others.


Do you see what a danger it is for the mind to stop serving its own self, that is its habits, all those things it calls it's pleasures, its successes, its cleverness? Can the mind allow such a thing to happen? No, never, it will say. Even if I throw the A or N bomb, you see what I mean, I shall again excuse myself by saying that the opponent violated my borders, threatened my security, my land. And if the consequence be that the opponent throws also the same bomb against me, I shall again say that it was not my fault that I threw the bomb first. I could not help, it could not be otherwise. I had to throw it in order to defend myself, that is my system, my institutions, and whatever I feel mine, representing me, my ideas, my sense of power, of the invulnerable power that I possess. In order to defend all that, I had to throw the bomb, when the opponent provoked me, defied my power, my superiority. The fact that the opponent bombed me too is a natural consequence, a detail. The main thing for me, the important one was to meet the challenge, to reply to the disregard of my sovereignty. And I did reply. The destruction that followed, the hell that flooded our earth... Ah... what did you want me to do? Let the other put me down?


But let us not go so far... It is useless. I hope (or, I am afraid), that no one of us is going to be a president or a general of a nuclear power in order to examine what one would do in such a case. But it is much more useful to examine, to consider what we are doing in our everyday life, or at some crises that occur in our life. For, it may be that in our own life, familiar or professional or civil, or in any group activity or relationship we have, we may have so much power as a president or the head of the staff of the armed forces of a country has. Can we consider how we use this power we have? We may find that we are using it so decisively, so violently as the ones we have talked about. That is, if someone else defies our power, our superiority, our respectability, our good intentions, we are ready to react by a decisive blow, even if this reaction may cause destruction to both of us, even to third ones. What do you think? Do we act so? Do we react so? Namely, when the idea we have about ourselves is offended, hurt, we prefer to react aggressively, destructively or self-destructively than look at that idea about ourselves and examine it's validity or value. For, this idea may be imaginary, have no relation with the reality, the actuality of ourselves. And so, what is the use of defending a lie, provoking even a destruction for its defense?


That is, while the idea we have about ourselves may be that we are so good, generous, working hard for the good of the other, we want, we mean their well-being, that we believe in the correct theories for salvation of mankind, the reality, the actuality may be that we are self-interested, so selfish, mean and petty, authoritative in so many details, dominating, tyrannical, defeatist, submitted, nervous, revengeful, confused, so that we are worrying ourselves and the people of our small or large group, who, deeply, secretly loathe us, and we may know it, but we usually say that they are ungrateful and unable to see our goodness, our sacrifice. We hope, however, that some day they will understand it, an opportunity will present itself in which we shall prove it to them and they will recognize it. And we continue tolerating them and being tolerated by them.


Is this then the nature of our mind, of our self, is this basically our character? But why? How did it come to be like that? How was it shaped so? By what causes, what influences? Has it always been like that or did it go bad, declined these last years? Is true, perhaps, that, in older times, man was better, more generous, heroic, honest as the school books usually tell us, teachers too, those teachers who, while talking about generosity, according to the directives and their conditioning, sometimes refuse to give the pupil the good mark one is worth of (so that the pupil does not get too much courage, they will tell you rationalizing).


What do you say? Were people better at some time in the past? In the good old times? Or is this only a self-illusion, a romantic fantasy, a false idea? It certainly is; man, man's character, that is, our character, our mind, our thought, all our basic traits, expressions, feelings are an unbroken continuity from very long ago till our time, till now.


Well, what is at last this mind of ours? Since it is so very very old, it must also be very well known to us. It cannot hide from us, from our knowledge for so many thousands of years until now, don't you think so? Thousands of years of known history, recorded history of mankind. And many more thousands of years, hundreds of thousand years, the unknown, unrecorded history, But let us stay in the known history. Since we were little children, since kindergarten sometimes, we are being taught the history of our country (and the history of mankind) as far as the university; and further on. Through the newspapers, the radio, we continue learning man's history. Now, with our television, we also view it in pictures. The pictures of battles at different points of our earth that are in war, each time. And the fiction pictures from old battles, from the ancient times till quite recently. Especially these representations of past butchering of humans beings are called artistic. The are considered art, great art and you are obliged to pay if you want to view them at the cinema. Because they offer you a great artistic enjoyment, so they say. And as so many people fill the theaters where these pictures are on full  of representations of killing each other, of barbarism, of plundering, of burning down of huts, houses, palaces, villages and towns, of the most horrible inter-extermination of human beings, it is probable that they find some enjoyment, some pleasure in viewing them.


So, with all this education, school and artistic, on the history of man, we must know it very well, right? Actually, most people who have been at school even for a few years, but also those who have not been there at all, know and will tell you who was Caesar, Alexander the Great, Jenkins Han, Attila, Napoleon, Hitler, Stalin. They may even know how many battles they gave and where and roundabout how many thousand people or millions were killed in them.


Therefore, we must know man well, man's character, man's mind. What do you say? Have we learned, are we learning about man from history? Yes, we are learning about the other man. Never about ourselves. And we only learn the facts, the acts of the other, no matter how cruel they are. We are not learning about the other man's mind, the nature of his or her character, the how and why one came to do what one did. This, we never look at, we never investigate it. At most, we may find the causes and pretexts of each war or battle, and with this explanation both the teacher and the student are satisfied. Never further, never deeper. Never the question: What is, deeply, the character of man that pushes one to killing each other? Is it a special case of a certain man, an exception, or that man may have the same character that all human beings have, that we also have? Never this question. Why? I think you all perceive why. Because it is a frightful question. It is frightful, most horrible to discover, perhaps, that I have the same character, the same reactions, the same mind, the same revengefulness, the same tendency for domination, with all the other people, even with those very “great”, that is, very cruel marshals. Let us not forget that teachers at school teach us to call them great: The great Caesar, The great Darius, Alexander the great, Constantine the great, Napoleon the great, the great Mahomet the Conqueror, etc. It would be frightful to discover that I, myself, in my job, in my capacity, as teacher or student or journalist, or lawyer or employee or employer, and also in my family, in my close relationships, I am the same, I act as domineeringly and aggressively, I try to command and use the other or try to revenge the other who try to dominate or use me; in general, I try to take as much as possible for myself and allow as little as possible for the other. If, for example, I quarrel with my partner or mate for some reason, usually about who is commanding, who is superior, I shall not hesitate to separate, without considering that I may so destroy my business, my family, my child. The main thing for me is to revenge, to beat the other, by any means I can. So, again, it would be disgusting to discover that I have this same mind, very old, uniformly repeated for thousands and thousands of years.


And then, what shall we do? If, for a short moment, we saw, we perceived the nature of our mind, our thought, our basic character, what shall we do? Shall we evade, shall we avoid this fact by saying: This is not possible. It is unacceptable. I am not like that. I am good. I do not know what the others do, but I am a civilized person. I do not exploit, I do not do wrong, I do not deceive, I do not dominate the other man.


So, then; it is unacceptable for me. And since it is unacceptable and intolerable, I reject it. But I am asking you: If something is actual, if it is a fact, can you reject it? Reject it, but it will continue to be there. You can turn around not to see it, but in the next turn round you will see it again.


Now, some of you may be thinking: That's agreed, it is a fact. I am like that. Hard, aggressive, antagonistic, rapacious, if you want. How else could I survive? If I do not strive, fight, how shall I live, how shall I profit, how shall I acquire things? Is this not the object of life? The object of survival? Or are you telling me to cross my arms and die? Survival is above all. Without it we could make nothing, not even this talk and research.


So, before this discovery, confronting the fact that this is our mind, our character, we present these main reactions: Either we reject it by saying that we are not like that, that it is a mistake, that we are good but obliged, from time to time, to turn bad; or , we admit but rationalize it: yes, we are like that because we could not survive otherwise.


Two ways, then: rejection or rationalization, justification. But, with both these ways, the fact remains so valid, untouched, unalterable as it always has been. And it will continue to command us, to dictate our behavior, our action until our death, natural or violent. It may accelerate, hasten it, perhaps. It usually does. Anxiety, strife, which are elements of our mind, of our thought. Usually cause some disturbance, physical or mental, or intermediate and it will contribute to a sooner than normal ending of our life. Or, it brings about our conflicts with the other and in one of them we sometimes find our end.


But it is useless to discuss now such annoying things. What we are investigating now is whether there is a different answer, another response from us before the revelation of the nature of our mind, apart from rejection and rationalization. For me we say that these are not the answer. They change nothing, they do not solve the problem.


Is there a different answer? What do you say? If I see, if I perceive the fact that I am stupid, limited, repetitive, timid, coward, is this not cleverness? Is this not a spark of intelligence within me, in my mind? Therefore, the fact alone that I had a perception, an understanding, an insight that I am thoughtless, silly, takes me further than stupidity. Now I am the stupid who saw that is stupid. So, I am not stupid any more. Do you see, do you understand it?


Let us say, as an example, that I am stingy, close-fisted. I always collect, accumulate, get. I do not give. I suffer when I give. I like it when I take. It gives me pleasure to take and it worries me when I give. What shall I do? Shall I hide this fact, shall I reject it and say: It is not so. I always give, I want to give always, but the other are ungrateful, lazybones, and if I give them from mine, they will treat my offers badly and they will also not recognize it. Or, I shall admit the fact and say: Yes, I am right not to give, because if I give to the other, they will develop a better appetite and so they will take everything from me, they will not leave me anything; then I shall have no power on them, they will not even count me, as they are doing now, though they may hate me or loathe me.


Now, I could ask myself: Is there another response, another attitude, before the fact of my stinginess? For, the other two responses do not change it, cannot alter it. Could I perhaps tell myself: Yes, I am stingy. I am afraid that I may be short myself and so I accumulate, and I never give, never. Yes, I am like this. I am not trying to cover it, nor to justify or rationalize it. What happens then, what may happen? I may see my stinginess objectively, as I would observe it in another stingy man and it may seem to me as something stupid, a result, maybe, of and old, childish fear, or of the deprivations I experienced then, as something that has no value at all in my present life, something useless and unreasonable. Then, suddenly, in a moment, by this perception, I get free from my stinginess.


So there is this other response, the other answer before the revelation of the nature of our mind: To accept it, admit it. Not to reject it, or rationalize it. Accept it as a fact and have the courage to look at it objectively, as I would observe some fact outside me. It may be that through this different response, the freedom may come. Which freedom? But exactly the freedom from this nature of our mind, our character. Then, this nature, this mind will no longer be able to command me, dictate to me its stupidity, its destructive aggressiveness. It may that this same aggressiveness is a stupidity, a useless, old reaction that serves me in nothing. On the contrary, it pushes me always in an enslavement, traps me in an unjoyful life, from where I try later to get out, but I never manage it, because I am trapped by my own mind, my own self. How can I ever get free from something that I, myself, impose on my own self? Do you see the contradiction?


Now, one or more of you may think: Well, there may be this other answer, this new response. And it may be more correct, more human, one step forward beyond the old, primitive, mind of ours. And it might liberate us from aggressiveness and from the destruction we bring about by this aggressiveness of ours. But if we lose our aggressiveness, how shall we survive? Have we not said, short before, that survival, living is above all? And survival, living means strife, fight, competition, who will win, who will lose. Are we not led, if we follow this new response, to defeatism, to inertia, to unemployment, to idleness? How shall we answer now this question? It seems logical, does not it? Yes, it is logical to say that life, survival is above all. But who says that survival, living is necessarily strife, fight, hunting each other? Why should it be so? But, you may say, you must work in order to survive. And work is strife, struggle, fight; at least, it is fatigue, toil, don't you see it? Yes, everybody sees it. But, I am asking you again: Why should work be strife, struggle, anxiety, battle? Work can be something very pleasant, a normal exercise of the body or the mind, depending on the kind of work, bringing great joy, a wonderful sensation of life. Have you ever seen people work and sing at the same time? In the field, in building works, in the house, in the office; working either alone or in cooperation. I have seen. Their expression, face and body, shows then no disturbance, no anxiety. On the contrary, it is peaceful and there is a calm shine in their looks, just as in the looks of the child who daydreams or meditates in calm. Let us say that they are free from the struggle of their mind. We do not know what is exactly going on within them at that time. The certain thing is that they have no anxiety, agitation. They work, rather hard. They pick up the olives or the fruit, or they write something that excites them, that springs from within them like a song, or they dance, they sing, they build, but they have no anxiety. Therefore, anxiety, struggle, fight is not necessarily part of the work, of life. It is part, it is an element of our mind, of our thought, which is always turning round our own self restlessly and anxiously, worrying whether it wins or loses.


Of course life means work, toil, fatigue sometimes, but work and toil does not mean anxiety and struggle, illness and pain; on the contrary, it may be joy and health, physical and mental health. What do you think, can't it be?


I think: I can hear an objection in my mind, perhaps in your mind, too. Yes, work can be joy, but only theoretically, somewhere far away, in the village, on the fishing boat, up in the mountains with the fir trees and the water springs but this is something hypothetical, impractical, unfeasible for all of us. Our own work, the actual one, inside the concrete holes called offices and our life in the concrete boxes called houses, with the dirty and polluted air to breathe, with the incessant upsetting noises that go on around us day and night, with the intolerable overpopulation, can such a work, such a living be over joyful? No, it cannot. That is obvious. Then why are we talking about supposed, inexisting situations while we are being trapped in our hell?


But who made this hell and who got trapped in it? We all have made it and trapped ourselves. Do you understand what I mean? There is no one that could pull you out of this hell, but only yourselves. It is no one that could pull you out of this hell, but only yourselves. It is you who use you car so very often without a serious reason; it is you who establish you industries with their pollution close or inside the towns in which you live, in order to have small cost of transportation and so compete with the other industry and try to sell more, but the other does exactly the same. You are living so densely, one upon another, in order to be close to your business, industries and offices which give you your income. It is you who print thousands of tons of paper everyday, with all the envious slandering against each other and the indirect propaganda for each other, and then you immobilize yourself for so many hours to read them, depriving yourself of even the least movement you need in order not to get ill physically or mentally. It is you who get out of your concrete boxes, your houses, only to get into your iron boxes called cars to go and get into another kind of concrete boxes called theaters or music halls.


Of course there can be no joy in such a life, nor in such work. But who said that this is real life and real work?


What do you say? Will you ever dare get out, out of your old mind, out of the habits of your mind and meet and know and feel real life and real work?
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