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SELF – KNOWLEDGE AND LOVE

Psychological talks from the radio 

1. Our pains, their causes, the cure

To-day, let’s discuss another matter that worries most people, young and old, almost daily.  The matter of  pain.  But not of the  bodily pain.


Physical pain is easily recognized.  Very often, almost daily, we will hear someone of the people around us say:  “I am not well today.  My head is aching, or my liver, my bladder, my reins; or it may be arthritis, or a pain in the nose, in the ears, in the teeth.  And we always do something about those pains.  We usually go to the doctor, if we have time.  And if we have no time, which is often the case, as our job is hunting us, or as we are hunting our job, we do nothing about that pain; we accept it compulsively and wait till it goes away by itself, though it may torture us in the meantime.  Or, we leave it as it is, till it get worse, till it becomes so unbearable that we shall then be compelled to do something about it.  Nevertheless, this or that way, we certainly recognize the physical pain, we are very sensitive to the least nip of the pain in any part of our body.  Even if we do not recognize it concretely, locally, if we have a physical trouble that we cannot spot, localize, we feel the uneasiness it causes us and we say: Something is wrong with my body today, something troubles me, but I do not know what.


So, then, we are not going to talk about this pain that we all recognize.  We shall talk about the psychological pain that very few of us recognize or are willing to recognize.  I am asking you:  Have you ever heard anyone say:  Today my psyche, soul, my mind is aching, just as someone says; my head is aching?  No, we do not often hear people say; I have psychological pain.  Why is it so?  Is it perhaps because people actually have no psychological pains?  Is it because psychological pain is something rare, not usual, and so we do not often hear it mentioned?  Or, may it be that psychic is actually something very frequent, so usual that exists in everybody almost incessantly.  But we are not in a position to recognize it so easily as we recognize the physical pain?  Is it so?  If it is actually so, what is the reason for it?  Can it be that, though we are all so sensitive about the physical pain, we do not have the necessary sensitivity to recognize and locati the psychological pain?  If it is so, it means that either this pain hides too deep inside us, or we have not learned, we have not been educated to recognize it.  Or is it that we have learned, we have been educated to cover it?  Perhaps this pain is so strong that have learnt, since very young, to hide it; for if we looked at it, it would worry us too much, terribly, upset us.  And, maybe, after such an upsetting, we would not be willing to accept it again but we would do something about it.  We might react in a way that could, perhaps, help us to get rid of this pain, or, at least, reduce it.  May it be it that, while we feel, psychological pain intensely, we have learned to take care not to look at it, to turn away from it, to cover it, to ignore it?


Do we all now see this fact clearly?  Is this the fact?  Psychological pain is with us, inside us, almost everyday, almost incessantly, but we do nothing about it, nor even accept that we are having such a pain, though it is obvious to the sensitive person who is looking at or listening to us.  This pain is also obvious to ourselves in a depper layer of our mind, so that if we pushed aside the hindrances, if we drew the curtains by which we cover it, we would meet it face to face.


Let us suppose, now, that at a certain moment we acquire this sensitivity to, recognize consciously, clearly the psychal pain that possesses us, disturbing us, deprives us the real joy and happiness of living.  What do we do, then, about this pain?


Let us see, first, what we do about physical pain, when we recognize it.  Do we get interested in the cause of the pain?  Do we ask ourselves whether this certain pain, no matter what part of our body is felt at, might be a sign of a depper disturbance of our physical well-being, of a trouble in the functioning of our body, of a chronic intoxication of it, due to some mistreatment it has suffered?  Do we ever think and act this way?  Do we usua pay attention to we usually the obvious manifestation of the pain, the symptom.  And then we go to the doctor, or we take a pill, by ourselves, or do something similar, in the hope to push away this pain, this disturbing symptom.  We usually act as described.  When we have a headache, we usually take an aspirin, but we never decide to investigate, or even to question whether the way of our living, our daily stress at the job or at home disturbed the function of our nervous or circulatory system, and this disturbance manifests itself as headaches.


Let us now look at what we do when we are aware, conscious, of our psychological pain.  This awareness, as we said before, does not occur often and only to a few people, relatively; Though most people, have this pain, almost everyday and almost continuously.  We are aware of the symptoms of this pain, the annoyance it causes us.  Such symptoms occur to every one of us, so that we all know them very well.  Bad mood, nervousness, grumbling, quarreling, depression, light or heavy, melanchology, or attachment to other people, loneliness, suspicious, phobias, or aggressiveness, imposition, demandingness, a light torturing of other people.  Also, our inability, our lack of courage to reply to the offenses done to us by other people, or our readiness to offend other people.


We all have observed, I am sure, these forms of behavior, these psychological

reactions, right?  Right, but we observe them only in the other persons, not in ourselves.  We all may have said, after observing someone who behaved very aggressively, and unjustly, to someone else:  “Why did he attack the fellow for no serious reason?”   But we never say, or very rarely, when we have behaved in the same aggressive way;  “Why did I attack the fellow for no reason?”  We may often have heard a woman say about her neighbor:  “Why did she smack the child fiercely for no reason?”.  But this same woman will never, or very rarely, say:  “Why did I smack my child for no fault?”.


So, even when our behavior shows clearly that we have a certain disturbance, a certain psychological malfunction within us, a certain pain, or, simply, that we do not have that emotional Balance which would give our emotional well-being, real joy, happiness, goodness (for goodness can be only when there is mental well being), even then do not recognize it.  Then, what do we do, however, about our mental pain, that is necessarily disturbing us, torturing us, just as the physical pain does?  We probably try to get rid of it to take it off our system, at the first chance we have.


Just as we let  about physical pains.  If the psychological element that disturbs us is anger, we take it out on someone else, hoping we are getting rid of the it ourselves, which may really occur, temporarily.  We are temporarily relieved from the symptoms of anger that choke us.  If the symptom of our mental pain is fear, dependence, weakness, need for protection then, we attach ourselves to someone else or more and get temporarily relieved.  If our symptom is isolation, loneliness, then we run to someone else to talk or to listen to.  And for some time we forget the symptom that annoys us.


So, when we recognize the symptoms of psychological pain, the only thing we usually do is something that could, we hope, deliver us from these symptoms.  Or, we do nothing about them, waiting for them to pass by themselves, as we are so busy with our daily routine.  And we never, or very rarely, think or are willing to think, whether these symptoms of our mental pain might be the signs of some psychological disturbance of ours, of some absence of mental health; and then look for the cause, investigate deeply within us, in our mind, in man’s mind, soul, where we might discover the cause.

But, let us suppose that someone or more of us acquire or possess the sensitivity to recognize that something is wrong with them, in their mental world, and that it is there where they could find the cause of the various symptoms of mental pain that come up and disturb us, destroy our balance, our relationship with other people, and deprive us of the real joy and beauty of living.  Then we realize that this mental pain is a disease as dangerous as a serious physical disease, e.g. a heart disease or a stomach ulcer.  What do we then?  Most probably we start having tests and consultations with some specialist.  Just as we do about a heart or stomach trouble.  And if the doctor looking after our body finds that overworking, too much food or coffee, or alcohol, or any other habit of ours has almost destroyed, or is going to, our heart or stomach, what do we do?  Do we go out of coffee or stressful activity?  Or, do we say:  ‘I’ll try to reduce coffee or overworking.  We usually do the latter, and secretly hope that we shall not have to out go out coffee or overwork and that things are not actually so bad.  However, we ask the doctor how far the trouble can go, if we let it go, without having to make any change in ourselves that is in our habits, in our way of living.  Then, the doctor may tell us that we may have to have the bladder, or the stomach or operate on the heart.  How do we react before this eventually?  Do we stop the causes, that is our habits which have produced the disease and threaten us with an operation?  Or do we say to ourselves:  Well, at the worst, I’ll have to have my stomach or my bladder out off, or new, artificial valves or arteries be put in my heart.


At the same time, I know, or I ask the doctor who will inform me, that if, some day, have my stomach cut off or my heart operated, I shall not be in a position to go on with my habits, overeating, overworking, coffee or alcohol, I know that these habits, if I go on with than, will produce some disturbance, some crisis that will threaten my life, my survival; so, they become something unpleasant, annoying and then I shall not have the desire to repeat them.  This means that I do not easily accept to stop by myself my dangerous habits about food or the way of living, while I submit, I obey to external condition that compels me to get rid of this habit, when it will have, in the meantime, destroyed part of me and have made it practically impossible and unpleasant to go on with it.  What do you say?  Do we act this way sometimes, or often times?


Let us now look at what we are doing with our emotional pains, our mental disease.  Can it be that we are doing just about the same?  That is, if the specialist finds out, or if we realize it by ourselves, that our attachment, or dependence on some person or situation, the continual repetition of a certain behavior pattern, e.g. anger, aggressiveness, submission, quarrelling, slandering others, suspicion, phobia, if we realize that these behavior patterns disturb our emotional life, that they are symptoms of a psychological disease, of a deeper mental pain, what do we do then?  Do we stop this behavior:  submission, dependence, aggressiveness, anger, grumbling, torturing the other ourselves with our phobias, isolation, domineering, imposition, authority?  Or we do say:  ‘I’ll try to be less aggressive, reduce my anger, my quarrelling with my partner or fellow-people.’  At the same time, we add:  It does not depend wholly on me.  I am willing to stop this behavior, that disturbs me, but it does not lie absolutely in my will.  For example, someone may say:  I want to escape isolation, I want to co-exist with the other, but it depends on the other, too.  The other must accept me just as I am, without requiring any change in my behavior, without my having to give the least thing.  The other must value me, recognize me, offer me what I need, so that I can co-exist.  Or, if I am very aggressive, quarrelsome, authoritative, I say that I want to stop this behavior but it does not depend on me alone.  The other must also show understanding, and give me no reason to get angry and attack.  So, waiting for the other to understand my need for them to change their behavior so that I do not get aggressive, I continue to get aggressive by repeating my usual behavior pattern.  We see, of course, that we are so trapped an impasse, but we think as before:  ‘At the worst, my nervous system will break down, and then I may go to a clinic for some kind of therapy, or they will give me shocks and so free me from my nervous disease.  Or, we accept to take sedative pills, prescribed by the doctor, so strong, (and, consequently, so destructive for the inner mind), that our nervous cannot be excited, willy-nilly.  So we get free us, as we hope, from our emotional or mental disturbance.


If we so act thus, and experience, observation shows that this is how people usually act, then we do not act wisely, don’t you think?  But if we realize that we do not act wisely, cleverly, that we act completely thoughtlessly, dangerously, even destructively against our own self, what do we do then?  Are we not looking for the right way of facing our mental pain?   Are we asking ourselves?:  Is there a way to get rid of my mental suffering before it can destroy us or lead us to destroy someone else or more?  What do you think?  Is there a way to this?  There must certainly be.  As for each pain, for each disease, there is a certain cause producing it, so there must be a cause provoking the mental pain or disease.  What is this cause?  How shall we find out?  Can it be that this cause is so deeply hidden that it is impossible to uncover, to discover?  Should we perhaps be analyzed for a long time, go through tests, through psychotherapy, group or individual?  Who will tell us?  Is there someone who could find it and explain it to us?  And how shall we know whether he or she has discovered the real cause and is not mistaken?  For if one is mistaken, we shall suffer the consequences of the error, if we accept the explanation.  Or, if we realize the error, we shall have to look for someone else, another specialist who might deal with our problem correctly.  Now it is probable that we are again trapped in an impasse.  Then we may feel that we had better give it up.  Now I am asking you:  Why do we look for someone who will tell us the cause of our bad state?  Why do we expect, hope that someone else will give us the medicine, or the method?  Can it be because we do not want to look at that cause ourselves?  Do we want, perhaps, to avoid to admit it, to become aware of it?  Do you see what I mean?  The cause may be not at all deeply hidden, it may be almost quite obvious, before our eyes, but dare not look at it.  Just as we do with the cause our physical disease.  Do we need to have many special tests and analyses to realize that the cause for our obesity, ulcer or heart malfunction is overeating, lack of movement, exercise and oxygenation of our system?  Or, we are not willing to look at this cause because we are afraid of something?  We may be afraid that we shall have to stop this habit overeating, or immobility, or overwork, or oversmoking?  That sedentary multihour office work may be very dangerous for our health, but it gives us our good salary, or profits.  It also gives us a social position, a certain respect, some importance or even some power on the other.  It can also be that these habits are away out of, or the substitute, or a reaction to some deprivations, some fears that we suffered long ago, that we ignore, because we never looked at it and never allow it to come up and face meet it.


Most probably, we have the same fear in relation to the causes of our emotional malfunction, our  mental pain.  It may be that we are afraid that if we look at them, understand them, if we see how dangerous they are, we may have to stop them.  That is, if we get aware of our domination, authority over our mate, our child, our employee, or any person inferior to us, weaker or depending on us, if we realize that our imposition, our sense of importance keeps us in a state of tension and causes conflicts in our relation with other persons, we may feel obliged to change it, stop it.  Are we afraid to stop it?  Can it be because this is the outlet we have found for some inner tension, pressure that is choking us?  Or, because we know no other way of relating to the people around us?  Or, because  if we lose our importance, our position of power, of superiority that we imagine we have, we get afraid that we may have no relation with the other, no place among them?  Because this kind of relation is our own self, it gives us the sensation that we are somebody for the other people, that only in this way we are somebody.  Or is it because we discover, if we go a bit deeper, that this way of behavior, e.g., our possessiveness, is the only one we found in order to get somehow relieved from a secret pain, hidden much deeper inside us, the pain of humiliations, the pain of defeats we suffered by some other people who had the power, the force against us, sometime in our past?


This pain, this terror from the violence of other people is still strong in us, and,  although it is deeply hidden within us, though we have buried it deep and well covered, we are afraid that, if we stopped using the outlet, that is:  authority, aggressiveness, or submission, dependence, that pain could gush up to the surface and upset us terribly, break us down completely.  Do you see what I mean?  The question is whether we are, deeply within, so broken up, se terrified from the hurts pains we have suffered, so defeated, that only the imitation of this behavior that hurt us, the repetition of it by us against the other, or the repetition of the submission by which we escaped terror and survived, can give us some relief, allows us to forget or cover this deep pain.


At this point, however, there is danger that we may stop investigating by ourselves, I mean each one by oneself, and follow the speaker, expecting that he will reveal to us something hidden too deeply, some radical cause of pain, the symptoms appearing in our behavior, so that we shall not have to search for it, and so the whole thing will be easier.  That is why I think, and I hope you too think so, that it is not good for anyone of us, be it a speaker or a listener, to search for the cause of pain for the account of the other.  This path is wrong because it breeds the hope of the answer for an easy answer, easy solution, salvation, for a medicine that someone else will give to us, ready-made, and we shall only have to take it and conform.  This hope, however, means avoidance of research, and consequently, impossibility to find the cure.  Because investigation, deep, serious curiosity and discovery, and understanding can be the cure, the only cure.  While hope, and the avoidance of investigation can be the perpetuation of the disease.  For this reason, I will give out small sheets of paper, as I always do in my talks, on which I shall ask you write your answer, in the fewest possible words, to the simple question we are discussing.  The question is:  When, in what situation, do you feel pain? (Psychological pain, of course).  One or two minutes are enough for your answer.  You can start it, for your convenience, if you want, by the word when.  That is, I have pain when…

To the reader I suggest to stop reading here, shut the book and try to answer the same question, before reading the other answers that follow.  (Distribution of the paper.  After a two minutes pause).


Can I have the papers now?…  Thank you…


Let us now look at your answers.

-When they offend me

-When my relation with someone is interrupted because of some accidental, involuntary cause

-When I am let down

-When they hit me on my weak point

-When I am belittled by others

 -When others tell me or show me that they are superior, or stronger than me, and me, inferior or weaker than them.

-When I discover my ignorance in matters that others know very well.

-When others do not understand me

-When I feel lonely

-When I am deprived of something I need.

-When I have nobody to offer joy

-When I am slandered by others

-When they exploit my work

-When they make me doubt myself

-When I am disappointed by then or by the plain, biological fact of death?  Let us discuss it.  A simple biological, technical or phyxical fact we understand very easily.  And when something is easily understood, it can’t bother you any more, you are free from it, you control it.  Death, biological death is such a fact.  The pain, the continued, repeated pain caused by the death of a person of familiartous, just as the separation from that person, when alive, is connected to the relationship, the psychological, emotional relationship wen or by the plain, biological fact of death?  Let us discuss it.  A simple biological, technical or phyxical fact we understand very easily.  And when something is easily understood, it can’t bother you any more, you are free from it, you control it.  Death, biological death is such a fact.  The pain, the continued, repeated pain caused by the death of a person  familiar to us, just as the separation from that person, when alive, is connected to the relationship, the psychological, emotional relationship we had with that person.  If this relationship was not sound, sane, happy, if it was based on dependence, attachment, domination, submission, it would certainly have been painful to the one or the other or to both persons.  It is this kind relationship that causes pain even after the death.  If the relationship was sane, if I and the other person were mentally balanced, happy, that is without pain, if each one of us was full of the joy of  life, because this joy can only be within each one of us, separately, and nobody can give it to you as one gives you a present, then, this joy will continue to be even after the death of the beloved person.

Let us come back to your answers, which all contain the word “the other”.  We feel hurt when we are exploited by the other, when the other show us that they are superior, when they subdue us, force us to conform to their demands.

Will you allow me to ask, at this point:  Do we feel hurt when we exploit the other, economically or psychologically?  Do we feel hurt when we play the important to the other, when we shows them that we are superior, stronger than them?

Certainly, we don’t.  We have never, or very rarely, heard someone say:  I am hurt when I smack someone.  No.  We feel hurt when we are smacked.  Or, we may feel pain or pity when we see someone being smacked, a child, for example, smacked by someone stronger.

Many of us have the sensitivity to feel hurt when we see someone mistreated by another.  But nobody, probably, has the sensitivity to feel hurt, when one smacks or slanders another, or makes one suffer in some way.  I said probably, because we may have seen or heard people who seem to have this sensitivity.

A parent, for example, who says:  “I smacked hard this child today, but, believe me, I suffered myself because of it.  And I heard a mother say, in addition to the above:  ‘I suffered more because the child did not cry, in spite of the hard beating.’


It is not a joke.  I did not say it to make you laugh, but to ask ourselves:  Do we really suffer at the moment we make someone hurt?  Or, at that moment, we are relieved from some hurt of ours?  The pain of the other person is, for us, a temporary relief from the symptom of the pain that lies within us, that disturbs us, tortures us.  Not a deliverance from the cause of the pain, but only a relief from the symptom.


What is the cause, then?  It is just the same with the one that makes the child hurt.  That is, someone else mistreated us and made us hurt.  The pain, the memory of the pain nested in our mind, breeds various disturbing symptoms.  Imbalance, upset, anger, timidity, cowardice, fear, suspicion, insecurity.  We do not have the courage, maybe we do not have the education to look at these symptoms, to recognize them, to locate them.  However, the symptoms exist, they become obvious in our disturbed behavior, uneasiness, nervousness, compulsive immobility on the chair, inertia, or compulsive overbusiness, overactivity.  And these symptoms, this pain, look for relief, even temporary, so that they do not become dangerous, threatening for our survival, physical or mental.  One way of relief they find is: Retribution.  We are looking for someone and for some excuse, real or imaginary, to beat one, by words usually (sometimes by hand, when the other person is much weaker) to cause hurt.


So then, we do not have the sensitivity to suffer when we cause harm, evil, pain to the other person.  If we had this sensitivity, we would never do harm to another.  In order to have this sensitivity, we must first unload be liberated from pain, we must have cleaned, purged the wound of pain inside us; We must discharge all the load of pain and its side-effects, in order to be able to see the pain we cause to the other by our cruelty.  On the contrary, when we have pain within, we cannot have the sensitivity to see that we make someone suffer by our behavior;  we have every reason not to see it.  Why?  In order to find some relief from our own pain, hurt wound.  That means retribution, right?


Do we see now that in this way we condemn ourselves and so, mankind, in general, to the reproduction  of pain, to its recycling?  Can it be that in this way we forbid, we deny every way out from the circle of the evil?  But, is there actually any way out of it?  There must be.  Since pain, its retribution and its recycling, its reproduction is the work of man, of every one of us, there must be some other possibility in ourselves, in every one of us, to get out of this orbit, to break the chain that ties us to the repetition of pain.


That is exactly what we shall investigate in the following talk.  The investigation we made till now may have been tiring enough, it may have absorbed lots of energy and we need a time of rest for the mind to be able to renew itself, to get the power for a new start.

2. The dissolution of pain and the flowering of goodness

You certainly remember that in our investigation, we made in the previous talk,we found where all the evil lies.  We found out the cause, the root of the evil, namely, the recycling, the repetition, the perpetuation of pain from man to man, from generation to generation, through retribution.


Each man, charged with pain, by the other man, retributes the pain to the other man.  Each man has suffered from the domination,violence, force, submission, fear, attachment, dependence that someone else imposed on one.  In order to find relief from this wound one is trying to impose one’s domination, violence, force, submission, fear, attachment, dependence on some other man.  And this other man does the same.  Can it be then that we are bound in a circle, without beginning or end?  Can it be that there is no exit from the vicious circle, no change but only recycling, repetition?


A hasty look at the known history of mankind allows us to see exactly the recycling of this phenomenon.  The weak, the defeated, the exploited, the suffering are incessantly trying to take the position of the stronger, not in order to put an end to the imposition of force, of domination, of exploitation, of fear, as they may say when trying to beat the stronger, but in order to retribute one’s suffering by imposing one’s own force, exploitation, fear, violence.


Is there any small and dominated country which, when it became big and powerful, did not try to dominate other small countries?  Is there any successful revolution of the oppressed who did not become then oppressors?  Is there a revolution of poor and excluded from the profitable government posts, who did not take then these posts of power?  Profitable not only in material wealth but also in psychological power over other people, political power, imposition  on the other people who submit willingly and with servility to the possessors of these posts.  Is there a conquered nation which, when liberated, did not try to conquer their ex-conqueror?  Is there a victory of hunted people who did not hunt their ex-persecutors?  And often, the revolutionaries, after persecuting their ex-oppressors, continue persecuting their fellow-revolutionaries, even harder, if they dare to criticize or question the indisputable power of the new rulers.  Is it so?


If it is so, then we are really trapped, bound in the orbit of a circle.  Condemned to the repetition of the route on this orbit.  We may think that we change, we progress.  We progress only in the means and ways to retribute the pain.  We become always more perfect in the ability, not only technical but also psychological, to cause pain.  Technically, we have progressed immensely.  From the battle man to man, from the sling and the spear we have come to nuclear missiles,which can, by only the pressing of a button, hit and destroy the other country where our urge for  retributing the pain has located the enemy.  Do you understand what I mean?  That there may be no enemies, actually, but they are made, they are invented by our urge for retributing the wound, for the continuation of the cycle, for following the route on the orbit we are condemned  to move on?  I mean we condemn ourselves to move.


I have just said, we have also progressed in the psychological sense.  By using the power we may have by our position, we do not hesitete to offend, abuse, slander directly or  indirectly the other man and then press directly, blackmail, defeat and completely  atterminate the person-s whom we have spot as the enemy; while he, or she, may only be an object for our revenge.


At this point, some of you may ask:  Is this the only reaction to pain?

Are there no people who, though they have suffered, hurt, keep the pain inside them and do not pay it back; they give themselves to their job, to some good work or effort, or get away from other people, withdraw from active life and so they exlude the possibility to do evil to the other.  Is this not a positive reaction to the pain, that could stop the recycling of the evil?  Is this not the denial of evie in opposition to the negative reaction, which is retribution, and which perpetuates the evil?


Let us discuss it.  The person who, though hurting within, gives oneself to one’s job, probably continues to hurt inside.  As we said before, the load of pain, the pressure it puts within us, is looking for an outlet.  What outlet does it find in the man who seems not to externalize his pain?  Perhaps imagination.  This man may imagine, day-dream, hope, expect that one will, sooner or later, make a success, a big success, everybody will recognize him, pay attention to, admire him.  What do you think?  In this dream, does this man not find a relief and a revenge for all the pains and humiliations he has suffered?  While, in the meantime, he is worn out in a hard daily effort, repetitive and blind, without issue?


Perhaps some of them may make a success in the financial sector, or the political, or any other.  However, one will not find recognition or love one was longing for, but envy and slander, from the more aggressive, who will so discharge on him their own hurts, or the servile submission of the weaker and coward, who will so escape their own wound.  Then, one's disappointment could strengthen the pain and one may learn to pay it back more easily and harder, more dangerously and largely, now that one feels stronger.  So, this reaction does not stop the pain, right?

Now, what about the man who not only does not retribute the pain one carries within, but one puts himself in the service of others?  One may devote himself to some humane action offering voluntary  work to an institute, a hospital, or anything similar, or to some organization self-nominated humanitarian.  Is this not a right reaction to the pain, is it not the right exit from the circle of the evil.  Not only not to pay back the pain, but to pay back good against the evil.  Does this not free you from the pain?


Let us look at it.  It is logical to say that as long as you are not liberated from the pain, you will feel hurt.  Since the wound is not cured, cleaned, you will feel its pain.  And you will always be trying to escape from that pain.  I do good instead of evil.  But I have the feeling of doing good, the sense of offering my work or my money to the other.  Consequently I am a better man, stronger, than the other.  I feel superior to them, they probably feel inferior to me.  Maybe I do not mind how they feel, it is enough for me that I feel superior.  What do you think?  In all this, don’t you see, well covered, the pain from our wounded self, which is trying to forget it?  Does the pain stop like this, or does it continue through a very sly, imperceptible way?


You might want to ask:  Is it not possible for someone to do good without these indirect feelings of superiority which cover his pain?  Yes, one can, but one must have already been cleaned, cured from his pain, and then he is free, light, joyful without the depressing weight of importance, of benefaction that is felt by the man who tries, through benefaction, to escape one's own secret feeling of humilianation and suffering.


Finally, what about the man who withdraws in the wilderness, far from society?

If he has not been purged from his wound, he will continue to hurt in his wilderness, too.  And instead of doing harm to others, he will be doing harm to himself.  Some people kill themselves because they could not beat someone else.  Or, because they hope to hurt one by depriving one of their presence, which the other man exploited in one or other way.  They do evil to themselves, because they cannot do evil to the other.  So they continue the pain, they do not stop it.


Now, you will probably ask:  Is there not, finally, a way out of this vicious circle, no breaking out from its orbit?  Are we doomed to repeat the pain, the hostility, the battle, the war;  to live in conflict, in trouble, in constant unhappiness?  Until when?  Is there no danger for us to be destroyed completely?  How can we exclude the final destruction, though a terrible new war that nobody wants, while some are continually preparing for it?


You may know that nobody wanted the first world war;  at least, all the historians say so.  However all nations continued the production of arms and their perfection.  A certain terrorist killed, for revenge, a prince of Austria, retribution followed and the war started.  And you know, probably, how long it lasted, how much pain, evil caused to people.  Also, nobody wanted the second world war.  Politicians were signing peace agreements till short before it started.  A certain event in Poland gave the excuse for military action and the war started.  The pain and evil people suffered was much greater.  50 million dead, same number of widows and orphans.


How did it happen, since nobody wanted the war, that everybody got involved in it?  Because of some unimportant event, an excuse?  Can it be that the important thing is not the excuse but the accumulated pain inside man, in each man, that finds an outlet in hostility and war?  Can it be that this pain continues to be within us, accumulated from the previous wars, and therefore it may break out again as soon as serious excuse appears?  What do you say, now?  Is there a way out from the circle of  pain, from the repetition of destruction, of war?  Is there?  And what can it be?

I am listening to your answers to this question:  How can we get out of the circle of pain? (I will ask the reader to stop reading here and try to answer the question.  Thanks.)  Please, write down your answers.  Now, let's listen to your answers:

-The way out is to stop war.  War is the beginning of all evils.

-There is no way out.  We’ll repeat the past

-Dismissal of the armies all over the earth.

-Prohibition of the armaments of arm production in all countries.

-By good will.

-We’ll pay back what we suffered

-We are conditioned by society to the same pattern.  No way out.

These are your answers.  Basically, two points.  The one:  There is a way an outlet if we prohibit the war and the armaments.  The other:  There is no way out.  Only repetition, recycling of pain.  That is, since we are all charged with pain, it will seek its relief through retribution.  Therefore, logically, there is no way out.


Now, I want to ask you one thing:  Is there someone who is not charged with pain?  None of us, the adults, perhaps.  What about the children?  Do they carry pain within?  I mean the pain that we, adults, cause to each other, psychological pain.  Little children, if we don’t cause them pain, do not carry it within and, therefore, do not need to get relieved from it by retributing it, by causing pain to the other.  So, there are people, perhaps all humans in this small age, who do not have pain within them and do not feel the need, unconscious or conscious, to retribute it.  Therefore, these little children who have not yet been wounded by people, are completely different from us who have been wounded, contaminated with pain.  Do you realize what this may mean?  That if these children grow up without getting contaminated psychologically, without being charged with pain,  then, most probably, they will not seek, during their lifetime, to cause pain to other people.


So there is a way out of the circle of pain, of the orbit of evil.  It is now, at this moment and not at some future day, with some new organization of the society, economic or political, with a new theory, dogma of the left or of the right, of one religion or the other.  The issue exists now.  If we do not victimise the children, they will not want to hurt others.  But, one way ask:  Since we are wounded, hurt, we cannot help hurting the children, retributing our pain, letting it out on to the children, who are more at hand for us.  Is it not on the children that we show our importance, our power, our force?  Is it not on the children that we are making our war?  And while we say that the evil could be stopped, the pain could end by the abolition of the armaments and the war, it does not occur to our mind, not for a single moment, that we are making war against the weaker, and mainly against the children.  While we say that we fight to stop war, it is us who continue it, and, by fighting the children, we start a new cycle of pain, a new round of evil.  Yes, it is right to say that evil will stop only if the war stops.  But war can stop today, now, if the awareness comes to us that we are in a state of war with other people, with children, and so we continue the evil.

Do you understand our contradiction?  We demand, we claim the abolition of war, of the military war, while we continue making our war at the psychological level, the financial level, in our relationship with  the other.


Do we now see clearly that if a generation of children, the present generation for example, is not psychologically wounded by the older, if they do not suffer our war, are not charged with pain, this generation, almost naturally, automatically will realize, will make the way out of the circle of pain.  This will be the only revolution that will not reproduce the pain, that will not recycle the evil, right?


If this is right, if it is logical, then we only have to stop the war we are making to the children.  Some parents may say:  I ever beat my children, never mistreat them.  I know what this means for the children, what it may mean for their future, and possibly for the future of mankind, and I never wound them, I never let out on them my own pain.  Yes, many parents have this notion, this sensitivity that makes them very careful in their behavior towards their children.  But these children, when they are five years old, are sent to school.  There, teachers will wait for them.  What do you say?  Should they not have the same fine sensitivity in their behavior to the children, as those parents have?  Do they have it, actually?  Or do they use children as a target for the discharge of their own pain, their own disturbance?  Do you understand that it is not enough to be careful with children only at home, but also take care of all the factors that influence the mind, the soul of the child?  That we should take care so that the children are not wounded psychologically?  And that we should not allow teachers to hurt the children?  Do we do this?  Do we have the necessary courage to do it?  Or, do we say:  ‘I am okay with the children, I do not hurt them.

What others do, it is something I cannot control.  I hope my behavior to the children will stand a good foundation for developing a right character, for the development of their own goodness.  It is so, however?  Is one good influence on the character of the child enough to help it to avoid psychological pain and non contamination from the evil?  Or is it necessary for the child to receive the good from all sides?


If the teacher, the parent, or any other person with influence on the child, projects, shows one’s importance, points out one’s superiority with one’s knowledge, power, talent, charm, the child is easily impressed, and imitates.  It will also want to play the important, the strong, the powerful, the charming, or it will look for substitutes of the powerful in order to fight them or submit to them.  Do you see how important can the impact be of the parent, teacher, or any other influential person on the child?  Do you see how much work must be done by the adult on oneself, so that one does not transfer one’s disturbance on the child?  Not to underline one’s importance (which one imagines for oneself) in the face of the children.  Not to make them understand how big and strong one is, how successful (or failure) and how small and weak they are.  The children will imitate and retribute.  Do you see how important the role is that the teacher could have in this way out of the circle, in this real, the only revolution against the evil?  Should we not realize that the teacher is responsible, probably the most responsible after the parents, for this evil?


Now, someone might want to ask:  Could this only be enough to change the situation radically?  To stop the evil in the world?  That is, would it suffice to behave finely to the children, without never hurting them?  Can it be that children carry within them the evil, independently of the evil we cause in them?  A certain destructive and aggressive urge?  Can it be that there is, within them, the heredity of the evil?  Then, no matter how well we behave to them, they will have the inclination to do evil, and so we are obliged to control them, limit them, if need be, punish them?


The question is serious.  And if it is sound, then, of course, our own goodness is not enough.  Let us examine it.

We saw, before, that the evil one does is a retribution for the evil one has suffered.  We are talking only about the evil we are doing intentionally, with the purpose to be little, hurt, offend the other, not about the pain we may cause involuntarily.  But, do we have the awareness and the sensitivity to realize that when we hurt the other, the children mostly, we not only retribute our own pain but also predispose the children to choke their own sensitivity before the pain of the other person and retribute unhesitantly their pain on someone else?  That is, if we do not have the sensitivity (if we choke it, suppress it) that would impede us to cause pain to the other, to the child, then the other, the child will suppress one’s sensitivity and will retribute.


Therefore, it is actually not enough not to do evil to the children, but we should understand and help the children to understand that only through the sensitivity to our own pain and to the acts of retribution to which it pushes us, we can avoid hurting the other.  What does this mean?  It means that people, each one of us, old or young, can cause pain to each other very easily, carelessly, without even realizing it.  As one moves, almost compulsively, with the urge to satisfy one’s need, as one is interested intensely and almost exclusively for one’s own satisfaction and secutity, one can be too insensible to realize that one is hurting the other.  This is the instinct, the urge of the instinct for self-protection and survival.  There is nothing intentionally evil in it.  There is no heredity of the evil in the instinct.  There is only the tendency, the urge for individual satisfaction of the needs for survival.  If we see it, understand it, we can easily explain to the child that this instinct, this urge is the common element, the common condition of all humans, not only of the little but also of the big, not only of the pupil but also of the teacher, of every child and of every parent.


Could we perhaps understand, further that this instinctual urge for individual satisfaction can be so blind, so insensible that it will necessarily clash, conflict with the other person, our fellow-man, who is also pushed by the same blind urge for individual satisfaction and security?  Exactly this conflict is what we call competition, rivalry, hostility, fear, aggression, counter-aggression, hate, revenge, retribution;  this basic conflict can take so many forms, so many distortions;  and it can lead not only to the usual, small scale quarreling but also to big destructions.  Then, we all might see, children too, each one separately but also together, that this blind urge for individual satisfaction does not secure the continuation of this satisfaction and it can destroy our security, our own survival.  Our egocentricity will certainly challenge the egocentricity of the other person, which will lead us to conflict.  Therefore, it is obvious that this is not the way to our security.  This way can only start when we have stepped  out of the narrow path of egocentrim.


Now, some of us might want to ask:  Is this not exactly what we teach in schools, to every new generation, what is taught by religions or by social theories?  Why did they have no result?  Why do we continue to be so egocentric, so insensible for the other side, consequently, so destructive, as we have always been?  What answer can there be to this difficult question?


I think that all of us know the answer, if we only want to look at it. We may be teaching, or taught this truth but only in words;  never in the acts.  To be true, in the acts we teach and are taught just the opposite.  We tell the children not to be selfish, and we only live for our own self.  We tell the children not to be greedy, snatching, not to want everything for oneself, to share what they have, and the only thing we do is trying to exploit anyone we can, to take as more as possible for ourselves and allow as less as possible, or nothing, for the other.  We tell the children to be courageous, to dare save their life and the life of the other, when they can, and we lower the head to any leader, political or religious, who can push us to the most horrible killing of each other.  We tell the children to be friends among them, and we run into some organization, out of fear or out of hope for some benefits, material or psychological, and we underline our opposition and hostility for the ones belonging to the other organization.  Or, we quarrel wildly with our neighbor, our mate, our brother.  We tell the children to love nature, to protect the enviroment, and we not only accept to live in the most dirty atmosphere and every other pollution, but we cause it and expand it in various ways, because we are not willing to bother our habits or our profits.  We tell the children to love peace, but we, even when we belong to pacifist organizations, to peace committees, we quarrel wildly among us as to who will be prominent, or the speaker at the assembly, or as to which peace committee is the best.


What do you think?  Are the children taught by our words or by our actions?  Can you understand what a terrible confusion our acts cause to children, our practical, daily activity?  Can you understand their disappointment, their disgust, their impasse, their despair, their anxiety before the necessity to adapt to the society we represent, we have organized, we administrate, the society that is us?


Let us now suppose that some day, perhaps today, now, we realize what we are doing, we get conscious of this danger.  Shall we then stop causing pain to the children, to the weaker than us, by our imposition?  We saw that this urge for imposition is the way out for the pain we carry within, an escape from the wound that is burning in our mind; which is due not only to the old pain, but also to the pain we get every day from our relationships, which are mainly directed by the same urge for discharging the pain.  How can we then stop producing pain?  We cannot.  We cannot stop hurting the other as long as we sense the wound within us and continue to get hurt.  Well then, is there no way out?  Or, there can be, if we could cure our wound, clean the pain out.  We saw that nobody can give us this cure, this medicine, since they all have the same wound, the same pain.


But if nobody can take this disease out of our mind, soul, could we look at it ourselves, each one for oneself, or together, look at this common wound?  What can happens when you are looking at something very carefully, without haste, with real interest?  Then, that thing is revealed before you, is uncovered in all its details, you can see its history, its course, its articulation, its finest shades.  But there is also something else happening.  As you are looking with interest this something this wound, your entire energy is concentrated, is focused in this looking, this observation, this research.  Energy is something indefinable, immaterial, free, present everywhere.  But it can be caught by something.  The secret wound, the inner pain, the inner conflict catches, binds energy.  Now, this energy got out of  the wound and got focused in the observation, in our interest, in the investigation of the wound.  The pain that bound that energy, that absorbed it, now dissolves, dissipates because it is without energy, which is now caught by our interest in this wound.  Therefore, the wound becomes something dead, inert, a foreign body which can now be rejected, which disappears by itself from within us.


The same can happen each time we receive the aggression, the attack, which is a movement for the retribution of the pain that someone causes us.  If we concentrate our attention, our energy in the movement of the other person, why one does it, where it comes from, what it means for one, then it cannot hurt us.  But this means that we are interested in the other person, just as we are interested in ourselves.  That is, we are interested in the problem of pain within the other person, as we got interested in the pain within us. And the children, what should we do with them?  Shall we be able to make them see their egocentrism and not repeat the circle of pain?


We said before that the problem is in us, not in the children.  The children, since they are very young, react to our own action.  If our action is of the evil, their reaction will be of the evil, too.  But if our action is of the good, their reaction will most probably be of the good.  All of you have probably observed this fact.  When you behave to a child with goodness, with understanding for its needs, especially its need for freedom, when you treat it gently, you will soon see the child to respond with goodness and gentleness to you.  This child will smile to you, look at you in the eyes, will bring you a flower, may even give you one of her candies.  Do you understand?  Goodness brings forth goodness.  It is contagious.  Just as evil is.

There is no heredity in the goodness, as there is no heredity in the evil.  Man is not by heredity good, nor bad.  Man is life energy, a form of life, just as any other form of life.  But goodness can be the flower of human life.  Through our sensitivity to the pain caused by our egocentric, one-sided, narrow and fearful thinking, we can stop the pain.  The stopping of the pain, the absense of pain is joy.  Where is no pain, there is joy, there is bliss. And goodness can only flower in joy.  
3. How does our thinking function?

Would you mind my beginning this talk, too, with a question for you?

How does our thinking operate?  Perhaps you have never before been asked this question, nor you may have never asked it yourself.  So let us try to answer it now. 

       You can take a piece of paper and write your answer down, if you so wish.  The one-word answers are good enough.  Let us not hesitate to mention any characteristic, any trend of your thought we may have observed, though it may appear too ugly to us.  It may actually be not as ugly as we think.  No analysis necessary.  Only the characteristic word, or words.  One or two minute is enough for your answers….  Can I pick up the papers now?…  Thank you….  Let us look at your answers to the question:  how does our thinking operate?

1.Calulating.  2.Egocentric.  3.Hesitantly, indecisevely.  4.Domineeringly.  5.Self-interested.  6.Self-protectively.  7.Cleverly and cunningly, that is silly-witty.  8.Submissively.  9.Showing off.  10.Blaming the others, never oneself.  11.Anxiously, restlessly.  12.Acquiringly, acquisitively.  13.Exclusively, authoritatively, dictator like.  14.Logically, rationally.  15.With respect for the right and just.  16.Fearfully.  17.With rush, dangerously.  18.Repetitevely.  19.Imitatively, or what the other people do.  20.Foolhardy.  21.With love for the other.  22.With suspicion, with fear.  23.In self-deceit, in hope.  24.Adaptingly.  25.Spitefully, insistingly.

How do you find these answers?  Interesting?  Characteristic?  Which means that all these descriptions about how thought operates are true, actual.  Naturally, each one of us has observed mainly one side, one characteristic of this operation.  This does not mean, of course, that this characteristic is the only one, or the main, the central one, though every one of us may have the tendency to believe that it is the main and central one.  This is, probably, because he, or she, has discovered it, experienced it, perceived it clearly and one was so impressed by one’s discovery that one is eager to make it into a dogma, a beginning and an end of every theory.  What do you say?  Is this dogmatism another attribute of our thought, besides the other attributes you have observed?  That is, the tendency to identify with an idea, a theory, a psychological discovery one makes and believes it as the one and only truth?  You have certainly heard people argue that the only correct theory is the one they know.  And not only simple, everyday people, or laymen have this tendency, but also the so-called wise, learned, university professors or philosophers.  They also believe that their discovery, their theory is the only right one.  And so they organize a large team or school of followers, students, whose task is to spread out or verify just this theory. 

 But if a certain follower or student discovers anything new, that questions or reduces the absolute truth of the theory, then this person and his discovery are rejected and put out of the school by its leader or leaders.  Then, he may, if he is lucky and successful enough, build a new team or school with new followers and students with an object to spread out the new theory he has discovered.  This is how it goes, don’t you think?  Those of us who have read the essentials of the history of modern psychology will certainly know that when Sigmund Freud perceived that the sexual instinct is the strongest in the humans and that it shapes most of man’s behavior, he got so impressed by this discovery or perception, that he made it into a theory and an irrefutable dogma, and worked hard to organize a school of followers and students for the propagation of his theory. He succeeded very well in it.  His school and followers exist today, after almost a hundred years.


However, a few years after the establishment of his school, one of his students and co-operators, Alfred Adler, discovered, perceived that the instinct of antagonism and superiority is the strongest in man and shapes accordingly most of his behavior.  He then was put out of Freud’s school but he made his own school, the followers of which are active till nowadays.  The same thing happened a few years later with another student, Karl Jung, who perceived the strength of the racial or collective subconscious in man and who made his own school which has still its followers and students.


The same game goes on in politics, as many of us must have certainly noticed.  When a certain follower of a social or political theory perceives and exposes a new idea that disputes or shakes the only right theory that his party follows or its organization believes in, he is kicked out, called a heretic and if he escapes the extermination, he builds his own theory, his own political directive line, or his own party, with followers who believe so strongly in the new theory or line, as the other who follow the previous theory.  That is how it usually goes, right?


Probably, we have said more than necessary to analyze, to describe this trend of dogmatism and one-sidedness of our mind, of our thinking process.  And the reason was to avoid to do the same thing now.  That is, to see that it would be dogmatic, therefore silly, to consider our personal answer, our own discovery or perception as the only truth, irreplaceable, irrefutable and superior to any other one.  Not that our own particular perception is without value.  On the contrary, it is valuable, perhaps very valuable.  Every perception, discovery concerning the operation, the function of our mind, the tendencies of our thinking, of our behavior, has a really great value.  It may be the door leading out of our own limitation, to the high way of self-knowledge.


But if we consider our perception, our discovery as the unique truth, then it not only loses its value as an element of self-knowledge, but it becomes a hindrance to that.  Why?  Because it strengthens the mind, I mean the egocentricity of the mind, the egocentric function of our mind, of our thinking.  And it is exactly this egocentric function of our mind that blocks every possible opening to self-knowledge, and from there to freedom.


Could we now examine one by one your observations about the way of operation of our thinking?  So that each one of us will have the opportunity to observe and perhaps perceive or discover not only what each one has  perceived but also what other have perceived, which had been unknown to you up today.

First observation:  Our mind operates acquisitively.

What does it mean?  How are we to perceive it, those of us who have not perceived it so far?  Would you agree to take an example from actual life for each one of your perceptions?  That might be useful, effective for our understanding.  For this acquisitive trend of our mind and behavior, let us take the following example.


Suppose we took an excursion and got to a really nice place, by the sea or on the mountain, or elsewhere, rich in natural beauty, fresh, clean air and lots of green and blue.  But, while we are enjoying the beauty of nature, our mind may produce this thought :  How good for me if I could acquire a piece of land, a building site on this place.  And if we find somebody local, directly after greeting him or her (sometimes we may even forget to greet the other person as we are so impatient to acquire and inquire relatively), we ask him:  Is there some land on sale here?  And if he answers negatively, some of us get disappointed and some do not recede;  they hope that they will find the way to acquire a piece of land there.  Now it may be that when they get back home, after the excursion, they forget the matter completely.  Or, they may manage to buy a piece of land there, and never put their foot on the spot again, not even to look at their new property, drowning in their several and various business in town.  But this does not concern us now.  Now, we have seen one of the many instances of the acquisitive function of our mind.  I am sure that if one sees it, perceives it clearly, one’s mind will be full of examples, instances of this acquisitive and possessive tedency of our behavior.  Does anyone like to mention any such instance?…………………


We can also perceive how strong is this tendency, how it enslaves the totality of our mind in its urge for fulfillment, that is to obtain the acquisition, the possession, the occupation.  And often, not only for building sites, houses or other things, but also for people.  Our possessive tendency may be more powerful when it takes that direction, that is to possess some other person or persons.  And in our effort to fulfil it, to secure this possession, we may become really cruel, tyrannical, violent, ruthless.  Do you understand how dangerous, how destructive can this tedency, this way of our mind be?

Second observation:  Our mind operates calculatingly.

What do we mean when we say calculatingly?  We mean that we count, we calculate our profit or our lose, don’t we?  How do we count it?  Usually by number.  That is what counting means.  If I give so much and do not take at least as much, I have a loss.  So, I always take care, when I give so much, to try to get not only as much but twice as much.  Often, however, instead of getting twice as much as I give, I get not even as much, and so I have a loss, which disturbs me heavily.  But why do I suffer such a loss?  Simply because the other person, who, I hoped, would give me more than I gave him, tries carefully to get more than he will give.  So he would like to give nothing for what he gets, or give as little as possible in relation to what he gets.  This is how our calculating mind operates, don’t you think?  Could we find an example?


I believe every one of us must have so many, examples from every day life, from personal experiences, that no example would be so original or impressive.  I suppose all of us have noticed that our numeric calculations , how much I got, how much I gave, how much I earned or lost, are our most frequent, every day thoughts, from the moment we wake up till we go to bed.  You have certainly noticed that the most usual talk between two persons (or more) goes like this:


-How much did you pay for it? (or, how much do you earn?)


-So much.


-Oh, I paid so much (or, I earn so much, less or more, accordingly, less or more, in each case)

The person will feel good or bad as soon as one counts that one gave (or earns) more (or less) than the other person.


What is more interesting to examine, though, is not our calculations in number, but our calculations on the psychological level.  There, the calculation (concerning who gives and how much, who gets and how much) is very difficult, very subjective and can go to irrational extremes.  When we calculate in number how much got and how much I gave, how much you got and how much you gave, we may dispute, quarrel, if we feel that the one is profiting and the other is losing.  We may come to fists or go to the law-court, but sooner or later, we shall find a solution to our dispute or we shall put up with the loss and forget the matter.


On the psychological level, though, such a dispute of ours is not easily solved.  Here, things are much more deeply rooted and therefore more dangerous.  For example, the husband may say:  I have given everything for you, for the children, for the family.  And I got nothing, I get nothing.  Or the wife may argue:  It is me who gave everything to you and to the child (or children).  And what did I get?  Nothing.


What do they mean when they say:  I got nothing?  They do not mean money, of course, or something that can be counted in number.  They do not say:  I gave so many thousand and did not get as much, and I ask you to give me the equivalent so that I do not feel taken in.  No.  They mean something much deeper and consequently more difficult to be satisfied.  I mean my value, my superiority that has not been recognized by the other person, while I gave everything exactly for this objective, in this hope:  that the other person (or persons) will acknowledge my offer, my sacrifice, my goodness, and consequently my superiority, my great value.  But the other person feels or believes just the same way, that is, one gave everything and one’s value, offer has not been recognized.  In other words, each one wants for oneself the recognition of one’s value and superiority by the other person.  And since nobody is willing to give it to the other person, because it would mean that one would lose it for oneself, we often and easily find ourselves in a state of deep conflict, dispute on the psychological level about who is more worth or superior.

And since no one can force psychologically the other to admit one as superior, since every person is free to believe what one likes, even when one does not declare it, we are inclined to carry the conflict to the practical level, the physical, or material level.  That is, we say to our mate, child, parent, partner, or any person we coexist with.  We speak clearly, openly, or indicate indirectly or hint that either one will recognize our value, superiority, that we are more worth for one than one is for us, or …..  This or…  may have many implications, starting from a very slight underrating of the value I attribute to the other person and going as far as the threat to his survival, his physical extermination.  You know the punishment adults used to apply (and they are certainly applying somewhere in the world) to the “disobedient” children.  They deprived them of food for one or more days.  Either you obey, which means you will recognize my superiority, my power, my value or you starve to death.

So, this is the other tendency of our thought : to calculate, to compare, to count everything in more or less, superior or inferior, stronger and weaker.  And as we saw, it is a most dangerous way of our mind.  Not, of course, when it is used for counting quantities.  There it may be useful.  It gets dangerous when it is used on the psychological level, to compare the value, the quality of a person in relation to the other person, between me and thee, or us and you.  There the counting is not quantitive but of quality, that is total.  There necessarily our mind uses the formula:  everything and nothing.  That is:  I am worth, you are not worth.  I am everything and you are nothing (or, sometimes, you are everything to me and I am nothing).  Or, in the third person:  this person is good, the other is bad.  John is a good boy, Alan is a bad boy.  Do you understand how destructive can this function of our mind be?  How it could kill, destroy the child, the fellow-man, our mate, when we use it against them, or how it hurts us when the other use it against us?

The third observation:  Our mind operates imitatingly, that is, repeating what other people do.

All of us have noticed that, haven’t we?  But who about?  Not about ourselves, nor about the persons we like for some reason.  We notice it about other people, in general, or particularly, about the person or persons we dislike, who are annoying to us, who we do not profit of, or hope nothing from.

So, we can notice about those persons how imitative they are.  Let us use an example.  A show businessman or an actor.  He sees people go to the football matches (and not to his theatre) and says:  Look how they imitate each other.  How they scream, yell, gesticulate, in the same, uniform way, to express their satisfaction when their team wins a point, or their disappointment, sorrow when the other team wins a point.  And how they get burned in the sun, or soaked in the rain to watch the fight.  And also how the youngsters follow their fathers or older friends in the way they express their fanatic enthusiasm for a team or their bitter dislike for another team.  He notices how these manifestations, these feelings pass from one to another easily, frivolously, thoughtlessly.

This imitative behavior can be observed by an attentive person, in this case, the show man.  But when people come to his theatre to see the performance he has prepared or in which he is starring, he may be totally unable to observe objectively the imitative behavior of people who now are his customers, who give him a profit.  He finds it impossible or unkind to be aware of the imitative ways of these people, the spectators, who applaud the staring, man or woman of the play, as soon as he or she appears on the stage, though they know nothing about the play or about the value of the acting, or whether they will learn anything good from this performance.  And how imitatively they cheer, following each other, at the end of the show, though often they understood nothing or very little from the silly play, they had no pleasure, no avail.  And how they sit immovable for two hours or more, in a space so small for so many people who have to breathe in the bad air exhaled by those people and themselves, they are deprived the pleasure of the least movement of their legs and arms and harass their eyes by the blinding lights during the intermission.

These spectators, imitating one another, put on their good clothes to go to the theatre, they queue before the cashier to buy a ticket, then they move on to the controller, keeping as straight as they can, puffed, with a vain, false feeling that they are experiencing a special event.  This feeling, this pretence is easily transmitted, through their attitude, their look, to the ones beside them, to the younger also, and so the thing is passed over and continues.  And nobody can notice how silly is this imitative way, just as silly as the same of the spectators of a sport match, or anywhere else it appears under the influence of the group, of this mob, or of the stronger individual who passes it over thoughtlessly to the other persons.

At this point, though, one might ask:  Is imitation worth nothing?  Is it not useful in some cases?  Of course it is.  If we only think of the children.  Through imitation, through repetition of the movements of their parents or of the other children, each child learns lots of things necessary for everyday life, for survival.

So, imitation, as a means for acquiring practical knowledge, may have, it actually has great value.  If the farmer’s child will not imitate the movements, the ways of his father, when he plants, or prunes or packs the produce of his land, he will not be able to continue this job.  The same is true for the apprentice fisherman, who must imitate the skilled fishermen.  And the same holds true for the industrial techniques.  Here again, the imitation of the right movements is the condition for productive work and also for the avoidance of dangerous accidents to the worker or the technician.

The same procedure is repeated in the so called fine arts and sciences.  The student, the apprentice must imitate the right technique for learning the desired subject, a foreign language, singing, dancing, drawing, research, or whatever it is.  And the main task of the teacher is to show the student the right technique and give the student the means to learn by oneself as much as one likes in the art or science he loves.

Then, in all these aspects of practical life, in jobs and professions, imitation is of a great value.  But can we say the same thing about the imitation of the feelings of people, of their behavior, between man and man in general, and particularly between the older and the younger, or between the stronger and the weaker man?

Yet we see that imitation here is so strong, so complete as the imitation in the practical things of life.  Have you ever noticed a little girl playing the teacher, how she holds a rod or a ruler, shouts, threatens, punishes the other children who play the students, trying hard to dominate in the situation, just as her teacher in school does.  Do you realize how the imitation of this behavior can be destructive to this child who assimilates (without being aware of it) the oldest, primitive, pre-human forms, patterns of behavior?  And you may probably have noticed how one of the brethren in the family, the eldest or another, imitates the authoritative, bossy or aggressive behavior of the father (or mother), when he or she uses it against the other brother or sister, or to other children.  Do you see how the imitation of these patterns of human relationship transmits from generation to generation of the humans the old, primitive, animal ways of imposition, domination, submission, aggression, servility, defeatism, hidden or open hate, revenge.  We may see now that all these patterns are carried over from generation to generation, though there is no substantial reason to use them in our human world, and so they keep us caught in the network of prehuman ways of behavior, a behavior regulated only by instincts common to all animals, even the most unevolved, imperfect?

We have enough discussed the tendency of our mind to imitate what the other do.  Yet, it may be that this repetitive behavior has another side worth noticing?  That is:  does our mind imitate only the other, or itself too?  Can we see the possible importance of this way of our mind, its implications, destructive or constructive?

Let us take an example.  The child who is submitted to a dominating, aggressive, cruel behavior on the part of a parent or other adult of his environment.  The child’s reaction, the only possible in this case, is submission.  This submission then is repeated in all the reactions of this child, not only in those situations where it is expected by the imposing adult, the strong person, but also in situations where it is not imposed by anyone and where it is not required by the conditions of reality.  On the contrary, these conditions faced by the child (or by the adult, later) may require not submission, but courage, daring, initiative, the opening of new paths, the use of new patterns of relating to the other people and behaving.  Yet this individual will repeat the behavior of submission that he learned (was forced, was made to learn) under the pressure of the stronger person, the oppressor, the winner.  And so he loses every opportunity to develop a new behavior where the old one is totally useless or even self-destructive.  That is, the mind, the thought has the tendency to repeat itself, its own old reactions.

Let us take an opposite example.  The man who has had a success, with his talent, his job, his luck.  His satisfaction, the strong impression of this “success”, as he likes to call it, materialized in a cheers by the audience, or in material profit, money won, will lead him to the habit to use repetitively the behavior that brought him the “success”, in all the situations of his life, and perhaps life-long.  Yet this behavior may be not only useless but also inappropriate or an odstacle for the development of the other, valuable, essential elements of his personality.  Thus, one can see a talented actor or actress, or any other specialist, getting enslaved by his talent, his specialty, that brought him the so called recognition and success, and remain a totally unevolved person in all the other aspects of his individuality.

The same can happen with the material gains, wealth.  A man who got rich from business, from the commercial success of his job or by luck, may then life-long work as a slave, or hunt the luck, repeating the behavior that brought him once the satisfaction of success.

So we see how the mind gets impressed, easily and deeply, by a behavior of the other or by a reaction of its own and how it can repeat it again and again in the run of the life, so blocking every possibility for widening its understanding, for the knowing oneself, the other people, life in general.  This repetitiveness of the mind as to itself, we see it clearly, I think, is a self-doom, a self-imposed limitation, totally unworthy of man, obviously stupid and self-destructive.

We have considered together three of the so many characteristic tendencies of the operation of our mind that we have perceived in the beginning of this discussion:  the acquisitive, the calculating and the imitative trends.  Would you like now to take another of these trends and observe it?  Such an observation will probably lead to self-observation, which is the essence of self-knowledge and its technique.  Because self-observation, self-knowledge may be the only action that could dissolve the very strong tendency of our mind, of our thought, to repeat its old self, its very old ways which may be prehuman and block the way out, the opening to a truly human life.  And if we realize how strong this repetition is, we may start doubting if our thought, our psychological thought and consequently our behavior, is actually human.  This realization, this awareness may be a discovery that could start the revolution, the freedom from imitating and repeating our prehuman thinking and behavior.

4. Loneliness, aloneness and integrity

Would you like to examine together the question of loneliness, which worries or torments some people, which may have tormented each one of us at some period of our life or may worry us in the future.  Would you like to examine together and not you just to listen passively, superficially or objectionally?  If you do, we must, in the first place, clear up what we mean by loneliness.


I should like to give out pieces of paper on which you can write, if you wish, your answer to the question:  What is loneliness for me?  Any answer is valuable, but more so the personal answers, that is, the ones that come out of personal experience and observation and not the ones that repeat a phrase we have sometime heard or read.


It might help us to find our personal answer, if we started by the words:  For me, loneliness…  or I have experienced loneliness…  or I feel lonely…  or I suffer from loneliness when…  But, allow me to repeat, every answer is valuable, and you are absolutely free to start or word your answer as you like it.  One or two minutes are enough for your answer…..   May I pick up the papers now?…  Thank you…  So let us look at your answer now.


-I experience loneliness when I am alone.

            -I like loneliness very much, when I can find it.

            -I suffer from loneliness when there is nobody at home.

            -I suffer from loneliness when my child is away.

            -I like loneliness and company, when I want either.

            -I have experienced loneliness when I went to work in a far-away place and 

could not see my people or my friends.

-I rarely have loneliness because the other people never let me alone.

-Loneliness is necessary to me in order to think or calm down.

-Only in loneliness I can work and produce.

-I feel lonely when the other do not understand me.

-I suffer from loneliness since I lost my husband.

-I feel lonely when I have nothing to do.

-I feel more lonely when I am with other people than alone.

-I suffer from loneliness when I have nobody to take care of me.

-I experience loneliness when nobody pays attention to me.

What do we observe in these answers?  A great variety of reactions and experiences in relation to loneliness.  But the first impression from your answers is, I think, that there is confusion, misunderstanding concerning the meaning of the word loneliness, or at least its use.

The usual meaning of the word loneliness is the absence, the lack or deprivation of another person (or persons) by us.  In this sense, the word loneliness indicates something painful, something that hurts, harasses.  Lack, deprivation hurts, gives pain.  Lack means poverty, suffering.  That is why we often hear the word loneliness together with the word suffer.  We may simply say:  I have loneliness or he or she has loneliness but we mean that I or the other person suffer from loneliness.

Now, can anyone say that one likes loneliness or that only in loneliness one can calm down, think, work, produce, as we saw in some of your answers?  Is it possible that one likes something painful, as they call loneliness those who use it in the most usual sense?  It is obvious, I think, that here the word loneliness is used in another sense to mean that you want, you seek to be alone, undisturbed, undistracted, free from the presence of other people, that is, alone so that you are not annoyed by other people, either to calm down, rest, physically or mentally, or to get rid of the agitation usually provoked by the presence of the other, or in order to meditate or make something with all your attention, which is usually claimed by the person near you.

 
This situation is again called loneliness.  We often hear the phrase:  I need loneliness.  Or, leave me in my loneliness, or, more simply, leave me alone, in order to rest or to work.  In this sense, loneliness is something good, does good, does not hurt.  On the contrary, it may cure the trouble, the hurt, or it may be the condition for this cure.

How, then, are we to distinguish the two meanings, since we use the same word for both?  Perhaps, if we found two complementary words describing more accurately each special meaning?  If we called the first loneliness-deprivation of the presence of another person or persons, and the second loneliness-deliverance from the presence of the other.  That is, the painful loneliness is the undesired absence of the other, and the beneficial loneliness is the desired absence or discharge of the other.  What do you think?  Do we clear up the meanings with these two complementary words?  If so, we can move on.


So we ask:  What is loneliness-deprivation?  Why is it painful?  Why does it torment some people, or, perhaps everybody at times, for short or long periods of our life?  How shall we find the answer to this question?  How are we to start?  I think that we have already got the answer, or its beginning at least, in the answers of those of you who spoke about this loneliness-deprivation.  Let us look at them once more:


-I suffer from loneliness when there is nobody at home.

            -I suffer from loneliness since I lost my husband.

-I experienced loneliness when I went to work in a far-away place and could not see my people or my friends.

-I feel lonely when the other do not understand me.

-I suffer from loneliness when I have nobody to take care of me.

-I experience loneliness when nobody is paying attention to me.

What do we see in these answers?  We see that these people feel bad, suffer (and every one may feel the same) when they do not see or communicate to a person of their own family or surroundings.  That is, because they lost their familiar person or people, or because they are far away from them for reasons of work or study, or any other reason.  That is, they are deprived of the presence of a familiar person at home.  And there are also many people who cannot go to work because they have no a familiar person there.


Does this perhaps mean that the presence of other people, our own people at home, near us, is something that makes us happy, while absence makes us unhappy?  If this was a law, natural or psychological, a rule, then we would only have to take care so that we always have people of our own near us, a wife or a husband, parents, children, relatives or friends, in order to be happy.  We would have solved the human problem.

But, is it actually so?  Obviously not.  In the other answers you gave, we see that some people suffer so much from the presence of the other, their own people at home, that the only thing they seek, wish, long for is loneliness.  The presence of the other is a misfortune to them.  While for the other, for those who are in the involuntary loneliness, the misfortune is the absence of the other, familiar people and wish and hope to have them near them, imagining they would be happy again.

What is going on then?  Are we caught in an impasse?  In an endless confusion, in a trap of our thought, our mind?  How are we to get out of it?  Is there an exit or are we caught between these two opposites?

As the question seems rather complex, difficult, let us move very slowly, carefully, attentively.  Are you willing to examine it?  The examination needs energy, absorbs energy.  Are you eager to give you energy in this investigation we are doing?  If you are, we must ponder together, I mean both the speaker and each one of you by oneself and simultaneously.  We also must observe, look at our thoughts, each one one’s own thoughts and reactions to what is said.  And you need attention in order not to get trapped by your reactions that the mind has ready, predetermined, conditioned, repetitive and consequently may be thoughtless, useless or inappropriate to the investigation we are doing.  Self-observation means to observe our thoughts and not be trapped by these thoughts, by the handy reactions of our mind, our thought or feeling to what we hear and see and allow ourselves to believe that these reactions are real answers, clever and researchful.  They may be nothing like that.  They can be the avoidance of research, avoidance of giving the energy required by investigation, and also, avoidance of the self-uncovering this investigation may bring about,

It may be this uncovering that we are afraid of and so we stick to the handy, ready-made or repetitive, superficial reactions of our mind, to its way of objecting, disputing, arguing in every context and situation.

This way of our mind may be a conditioned, almost inherited habit, since we were very very young and objection, contradiction, resistance was the only way we had to react against the imposition of the will of the older ones.  An imposition which often was irrational, unjust, inhuman, since those who possessed us were dictating openly or indirectly what we should do at every moment, what not to do, when to eat, how much to eat, what to eat, how much we shall move, play, run or how little.  You probably remember it, don’t you?  Such a reaction was the only way of resistance to the irrationality of the other and it may have been salutary for our survival, psychological or even physical.  And if this objection or resistance of ours had passed, had won, perhaps we would not now be in the very difficult, unhappy condition most people are;  people who submit, confirm to some very destructive ways of living, just like antagonism, trying to exploit the other in every possible way, through commerce, through their talent or appearance, which they make into cunning business, also by submitting to an organization or group of any kind and from there fight the other, or by their domination or painful subjection to the husband of wife, parent or child, to the leader or boss.


Here, then, in this investigation we are doing, it may be necessary to use that deep objection, radical disagreement, or questioning, if you want, to the established meanings, concepts about loneliness.  This questioning may be dangerous to those who are used to believe to the traditional concepts and do not dare look at them questioningly, examiningly.  It may appear threatening to them.  Yet, it may not be threatening, it may only look so.


Now, what does the word alone mean?  It means one, integral, without complement.  As you know from arithmetic at school, the one, the unit is an integral number, the first integral number from which all the other numbers derive by addition or multiplication.  So one means integral, that is whole, not a derivative or appendice of some other number.  On the contrary, the other numbers, two, three, etc. are derivative, composition of more than one units.  So every total, every group, even the smallest, like the couple, or parent and child is consisting of integral units.  Each member of the group is alone, stands alone as a unit, whole, complete in itself, integral.


Let us now dare put the dangerous question:  Is aloneness or loneliness the only reality of life?  And if life is joy, I mean life in its pure form, as energy, radiation of the individual, then this joy can only exist in aloneness, that is in the separate, individual existence?

Facing this question, the mind automatically projects resistance, objections.  Why?  Perhaps because it is used to believe or hope that it can have joy only by the other, or through them, right?  All our joys, that is ,what we call joys, come from the other people:  the recognition of our value comes only from the other, our material gains can be made only through the other, sexual stimulation by the other, even our cooked food by the other.  Also, our domination we can apply only to the other, only to them we can discharge our pains, the old, deeply buried pains which are ever seeking a way out, but also our everyday pains that we take in this life we call strife, battle, which is a battle or war since we are inwardly in a state of defense, of aggression, of fear, that is in a state of war.  Since we endlessly count how much or what we profit or lose, how we shall profit more, how we shall lose less, just as people in war do.

Consequently, our co-existence with the other at home or at any other place is, we feel it is necessary to maintain this double function that seems to be our life:  joy and pain, satisfaction and disappointment, frustration, victory and defeat.  We co-exist with the other in order to get, or at least to hope to get some joy from them, but also to give, or at least to make them hope that we shall give them some joy.  We co-exist with the other in order to give them pain, hurt, to transfer or retribute our hurts and also in order to receive their own retribution or transference of hurts.  Is it so?  Is this the cycle our mental, emotional life follows, runs on again and again, repetitively?

And when we are fed up with these pains and and joys from the co-existence with the other, then we seek loneliness and hope that it will give us something else, perhaps a permanent joy, without a corresponaining pain.

What do we do, then, to obtain this loneliness?  We usually do every possible thing in order to get rid of those who do not give us the pleasure we expected from them.  But immediately, or very soon after we have been alone, we somehow manage to be again in co-existence with other people, who will give us the occasion to repeat the same, old pattern.  We change the persons or the conditions but we do not change the pattern of our behavior, our way of relating to the other.  And if it happen that we don’t get involved with the other, either because we did not actually want it, or because we have been afraid of it, or fed up with it, then we start aching from loneliness and seek any kind of escape from it.

What is then this pattern, I mean the root, the cause of this pattern of our relationship to the other that makes us depend so much and repeat it again and again, though we feel that it is a trap that deprives us of  real happiness?  When and how did this pattern start?  May it be hereditary, very old, eternal and therefore unchangeable, uncontrolled by ourselves?  Or may it have started at some time in our personal life. In each one of us, got rooted in our mind and is consequently repeated without our will, automatically, unconsciously?  And when something is automatic, unconscious, unknown, it may have a tremendous power, its own impetus and will that can be imposing and dominating.  If it is so, then we, that is our thought, our will has no power to influence, to change this pattern.  Apart, perhaps, from the awareness of, or the acquaintance with this pattern.

Let us now dare make this acquaintance, this examination.  When and how did this pattern got established within us?  Maybe, when we were children, I mean very young children, babies, infants?  Is it not exactly at that time that our life, our survival depends absolutely, exclusively on what the other people will give us?  Food, shelter, clothing, warmth, cleaning?  Therefore other people, of presence the other people, especially of the mother or of the woman who looks after the baby, is the condition for its survival.

And the baby feels, and we all have felt the same as babies, that this person is a great power to whom we owe our well-being, our existence, our life.  And since life is joy, we feel we owe this person our joy too.  But, is it actually so?  Do we owe our existence and the joy of life to the other person, to mother or father or any person that takes care of us when very young?  Or is it that this person only covers our needs, provides for our necessities, hunger, thirst, warmth, touch, caress, cleaning, play, rest.  And when the needs of a person are satisfied (the baby is also a person, an individual, integral, whole) then the person feels relief, joy of life, of existence, of the energy that runs unimpeded.  Then, since our joy is related, partly, to the satisfaction of our needs, we feel that the author of our joy is the person that covers our needs.  And this feeling is recorded in the cells of our brain, and these cells constitute memory, I mean the store of memory.

But, when this person does not cover the baby’s needs, when he or she is  not present when the baby needs to be looked after, satisfy its hunger, thirst, etc.,the baby feels pain due to uncovered needs, but she connects this pain with the absence of the caring person.  The connection is so strong that the baby may refuse the satisfaction of its needs offered by another person, different from the one that permanently looks after it, because it identifies the care, the satisfaction with that person.

We can now see how this pattern gets established in our mind, our brain, not only in our thought but also in the entire neurological system (brain cells, memory, nervous endings, feeling, representation);  the pattern of joy and pain in connection with the presence or absence of a person who does or does not attend to us, who satisfies or does not satisfy us, which we usually translate as:  loves or does not love us.  And we say that a person loves us when he or she takes care of us, satisfies our needs or desires, that is he or she is always giving us something ,while we feel that a person does not love us when he or she does not give us something, nor looks after, nor flatters us, as we were flattered by the care of the mother or some other person or persons when we were babies.

But, is it actually so?  Have we ever examined whether joy is something that we can have within us, independently from the presence or the absence of some other person?  Have we ever thought, observed when this joy comes?  Does it perhaps come when we are free of our needs?  I mean not only the biological needs, food, warmth, shelter, sex, air and sun, but also the psychological needs of depending on other persons that, we feel, can only give us joy through the satisfaction of our needs.

Are you perceiving what is being said?  Do you see that the infantile, babyish pattern we observed just now is so extensively and deeply rooted within us, has got such a power, impetus that it can enslave our entire emotional function in its terms, in its way of operation that goes like this:  My needs are satisfied by the other person.  The presence of that person means satisfaction of my needs.  This satisfaction brings me relief, pleasure, joy.  It is a round, a circle.  Bit a circle can start at any of its points.  So the presence of the other person can be the starting point and stimulate the desire for the satisfaction of non existing needs.  The memory of the previous pleasure from a satisfaction of a need obtained through a person can incite the need for the presence of that person;  while its absence can cause the feeling of pain, because at some time in the past we felt intense pain by the absence of a person who left uncovered some basic need of ours.  Do we see the circle?  How cohesive, how unbreakable it is?  And how it subjects our emotional life in its orbit?

Then, what could the way be out of this false identification?  We mentioned it before.  Only the awareness that I identify the satisfaction and my joy with the presence and the care of another person with paternal or maternal behavior.  And the awareness that I identify the lack or absence of such a person with unhappiness, pain, fear, danger, because at some time in infancy, and later on, perhaps during childhood and adolescence, I was feeling, or was made to feel, that this presence was for me the condition of my existence, my security, survival, satisfaction, joy.

Now, many of you may still doubt and wonder:  Isn’t it actually so?  Doesn’t our life depend, also our security, satisfaction and joy on the persons caring of us when we are babies or children?  This question also shows how deeply within us this pattern is established, this identification, this equation, if you want to call it so;  Satisfaction, joy equals to the presence of the other.  Unhappiness, pain equals to the absence of the other.  In spite of all the pains given to us by the presence of the other near us, we find it impossible to imagine that we can live or simply survive without it, or that we shall not suffer without it.  So we say:  better this pain, the pain of our relations, than the pain of the absence of relationship.  We may have intensely suffered once because of the absence of care and love, and so we imagine that we shall suffer as much if we stay without some personal relationship.

But we never examine, look at this pattern, this stereotype of our behavior.

Let us look at this pattern once more, now.  I am hungry, when a baby or child, and mother, or somebody else feeds me.  I am cold and she clothes me warmly.  I am dirty and she cleans me.  I feel satisfied because I got rid, delivered from the disturbing sense of hunger, cold, dirt.  And I connect this satisfaction with the person that gave it to me.  While, in fact, the satisfaction came from the fulfillment of the need, from the deliverance from the disturbance, the pain of hunger, cold, dirt.  That is, the satisfaction came from food, warm cloth, washing.  But since these things or services are given to me by somebody else, I believe that it is this body who gives me the satisfaction.  This is how it is established within me, in my mind, the dependence on the other person or persons.  And you may have observed that all our troubles, the psychological but also the physical, sometimes the material too, are often rooted in this dependence.

Not only people, the individuals in their personal relations, but also groups, small or large ones, like an entire county, understand some day that their main problem is the dependence, and decide, at some time, to get rid of it.  You certainly know that with the slogan:  independence all the revolutions took and are taking place. Unfortunately they all lead again to some kind of dependence and a new revolution becomes later necessary against the new dependence.  But it is no use to refer to history or politics.  Perhaps what is going on there is the reproduction, in large scale, of what is going on within us, in the small scale.  And since we cannot control the large scale, it is beyond our power, we might be able to look, to perceive what is going on within us, in the small scale.  With this awareness we might find the power to dissolve this pattern, this function of dependence, in its root, in its source, that is within our mind, where it has established its orbit.

Now, we should certainly discuss what they feel, those who answered that they like and seek loneliness in order to find calm, rest, also deliverance from the conflicts with the other people.  Also, discuss what the other feel, those who long for loneliness but cannot find it because of the conditions of the conditions of their life:  they are obliged to work together with other people, or because they have to live together with a mate, children, parents, brethren, who are always around.  These people may be psychologically free, independent, since they desire so strongly to get rid of the other, even if they do not manage to, temporarily or life-long.  Since they do not want the other near them, it means that they do not depend on them, psychologically, therefore they have reached a certain self-sufficiency, integrity.  It seems to be so.  But is it actually so?  Let us look at it.

The person who desires to get rid of the other, and sometimes manages to do so, if one seeks it steadily, has experienced such a great disturbance, pain, fatigue from the co-existence with the other (at home, at work, or elsewhere) that one feels to be near a breakdown.  One feels the thing will go no further.  One’s system will endure no more.  One imagines, believes that all the fault is with the other:  mate, child, parent, colleague, super or under.  Getting rid of them, of the relation with them seems to be the only cure for one’s misery, the only means to escape the pain, even the end, death that threatens one if things continue as they are.  That is why one will do every possible thing to get away from these persons, from relating to them.  And one may manage, to do so, before one is broken down, psychologically or physically.

So, that is what these people mean, when they say that they like, desire loneliness.  They mean the deliverance from certain persons and from their relation to them.  But what does such a person feel when he or she is alone?  Does he also feel the pain of loneliness, just like the other people who came to be alone without wanting it?  Does he feel a desire spring out from within, from his mind, for the presence of another person or persons nearby?  Of course not for the persons one was related with so far.  Those persons, those relations one has definitely crossed out of one’s desires.  The desire now is never to see them again, a thing one manages to do.  One’s desire now is for a new person or persons that will not cause one pain but only pleasure.  And I think that I must take care not to be closely related again, as with the previous relations, so that I do not reach the same state of pain.  I may thus manage to avoid the misfortune I came to with my previous relations.  So, even the person who managed to find the loneliness one was seeking, that is the deliverance from the disturbing presence of the other people around, has the desire (and a persisting but unconscious hope) to find happiness by the presence of somebody by him or her.  He never thinks, never observes, nor will he accept to observe if one suggests it to him, what is the thing that brought him to such an unhappiness, such a pain in his relations with other people near him or far away.  Why does he not accept?  Why do we not accept, each one of us, to look, to see what is the thing that brings us to such a conflict with other people and to such a pains, and then to retributions, hidden or open, conscious or unconscious, rationalized or bare?  Is it perhaps possible that we cannot observe, look?  Is it perhaps not in the nature of our mind, of our thought to observe itself?  Is it that the way of its function does not allow self-observation?  If it is so, we have no perspective to find the thing that leads us to psychological misery, to pain.  We shall always say that it is the fault of the other persons and and shall try to get rid of them.  And when we succeed in it, we shall feel that now we are independent and consequently free, available for a new relationship, for a new alliance with someone else, which this time certainly, by avoiding the mistakes of the past, will lead us to happiness, success or whatever name we give our hopes, our desires, our illusions
Yet, if we do not find the reason that brought  us to conflict with the other and to the pain of conflict, it is possible or probable that in our new relationship or alliance, some day we’ll reach the state of conflict and pain again.  Because the reason, the cause, if we do not know it, will act unimpeded, free and will control the situation, I mean the psychological situation, and will push us to where it is naturally directed.

What do you say?  Would you like us to look at this cause now?  To observe the thing that brings us to conflict with the other?  All of us have come to conflict with the other, once or often.  Do you want to observe, to see the how and why?  Or are we sure that the fault was with the other?  Then, we only have to hope that in our next relationship or alliance, we’ll be able to choose better the persons and everything will go smoothly.  That is what most of us think, right?  If it is right, then it is clear that our thought functions on the base of hope, its motor is hope.  Yet, when you hope, it is as if you are in the future, in a phantasy about the future time.  Therefore you are not in the present time.  But if you want to observe something, you must be in the present.

Is this perhaps the weakness, the incapacity of our mind to observe the cause within us that leads us to conflict with the other?  As long as thought moves with hope, if its energy is hope (and therefore desire) to obtain something in the future, it is impossible that we will be able to observe what is going on in the present.  In order to be able to observe the present, we must stop hoping for the future.  So, what do we find?  We find that we might be able to observe, to discover the cause of our conflicts only if we denied hope, which feeds, activates, moves our thought, our psychological thinking.

But who or what could stop hope?  Can our thought stop it?  We saw that it cannot, because our thought is hope.  So we may have no hope that our thought will allow us to stop hope, which makes us live in the future and ignore the present (therefore we ignore the future, too, since it is the result of the present).

Then, if we can have no hope about it , what we have?  Despair?  Yes, despair.  Can we allow ourselves to experience despair, even for a moment?  Perhaps many of us have experienced despair, an almost final despair, due to a misfortune, to a person they lost, a belief broken within them, or by the revelation of their own meanness, their cruel egocentrism, or of the egocentrism and brutality of other people.  What could happen in this state of despair?  Hope may stop functioning, which is thought, the essence of thought.  Which means that, even for a moment, you are facing the present, you can look at the present, to perceive it as it is.  What do you see then?  You see that while you are in despair, while you have lost all the hopes you had cultivated about happiness, and the satisfactions that would be given to you by people, things or ideas, while all this is lost, you continue to exist.  And as you have been discharged of the load of your hopes and desires (but also the secret fear about their non-fulfillment and the tension bred by this fear) you feel light, you almost  fly, fly high.  You also feel that with you everything exists, since ever, light, without any load, any material substance.  You feel that in truth there is only eternity, and that you are one with it.  You feel eternity penetrating everything with its ethereal essence, its clear flame, which is the only existing thing, since it burns everything and puts everything to life.  You feel death, every death, psychological, feeding this flame, that burns out the dry and rot, the old and worn, to give birth to the fresh and shining, the new and healthy.

Then you feel that life, your life is not the load of your hopes and desires, but a very fine energy, a clear light.  By this light, with this energy you can observe also the functioning of your thought, which is activated only by hope and fear, and by the conflict between the two, and by the effort to solve this conflict.  In this effort, thought will always get attached to the other and always get detached from them.  It will always be afraid of loneliness, will ache of it and will always look for it.  It will go and come, go and come, and always pain, suffer.

In despair, however (and by despair we mean not the depression, or any other neurotic, sicky state but the lack of hope, the ending of hope which comes to be when our hopes are finally dissolved or when we perceive their falseness) in despair, then, there exists the energy not of thought but of non-thought, not of hope but of living through the truth and the present.  Because truth exists only in the present which includes past and future.  Then there is no future, therefore there is no hope for the future.  Then you are not hoping to get something from the other, nor afraid of losing something from the other.  Then you are not afraid of the loneliness-deprivation of the other, nor seek the loneliness- deliverance from the other.  In practical life we cannot get rid of the presence of the other;  nor would it be very useful.  We cannot function socially without the other.  But we can live without hoping, seeking, striving for happiness, security through the presence of the other, or, on the contrary, being afraid of them.

Then we can experience aloneness and its integrity.  Because integrity can only be in aloneness.  By the word aloneness we mean not isolation, no contact with the other, but not to depend psychologically on the other;  the absence of hope for security, satisfaction, recognition that would be given to us by the other; also, the lack of fear of the deprivation of the desired satisfaction by the other, through the other.

This is aloneness.  And when we are in this state, there is no fear of loneliness-in the sense of the absence of the other, nor seeking of loneliness-in the sense of getting rid of the other. Then you can intelligently choose how much presence of the other and how much absence of them you will allow in your life so that you can function efficiently in both the practical and the psychological level.

Then, co-existence, co-operation with the other can not be a hidden exploitation of each other, or an unfulfilled hope for happiness from the satisfaction we expect or claim from the other, but the joy of creating in common, together.  Then our action will not move around self-interest, our egocentric profit, material or psychological, individual or collective, as it does now, secretly or openly, with the result to cause war and pain, but it will mainly take care of psychological liberation from those causes within us that lead us to antagonism and war.

Conclusively, we could say that if we would see why we are afraid of loneliness, we might discover that our thought functions in hope.  The observation, the perception that hope is false could lead us to despair, that is to the ending of hope.  Then we may experience our integrity in aloneness.  Then only we can relate to the other without hope, dependence or fear, therefore without suffering or causing suffering through the denial of hopes.

