Violence, Sorrow, Frustration...

Jiddu Krishnamurti - | think there are really two fundamental problems, violence and sorrow. Unless we solve these, and go
beyond them, all our efforts, our constant battles, have very little meaning. We seem to spend most of our lives within the field
of ideologies, formulas, concepts, and by means of these we try to solve these two essential problems, violence and sorrow.

Every form of conflict is violence, not only the psychological conflict, within the skin, but also outwardly, in our relationships with
other human beings, with society. And sorrow, it seems to me, is one of the most complex and difficult problems; the very
complexity of it needs to be approached very simply. Any complex problem - specially a human problem and we have many of
them - must surely be approached very clearly, very simply, without any ideological background; otherwise we translate what
we see according to the conditioning and the peculiar idiosyncrasies and intentions that we have.

To understand the two essentially deep-rooted problems of violence and sorrow, we must not approach them merely verbally or
intellectually; the intellect doesn't solve any problem at all, it may explain problems - any clever person can explain problems, -
but the explanation, however erudite, however subtle, is not the reality. It is no use explaining to a man who is very hungry what
marvellous food there is, it has no value at all. But if we go into these questions, not intellectually, but actually, totally, come to
grips with them, unravelling these two terrible problems that destroy the mind, then perhaps we might go beyond.

We, as human beings, have accepted violence and sorrow as a way of life, having accepted them, we try to make the best of
them. We worship sorrow, idealize it, and abide with it, as in the Christian world. In the Eastern world it is translated in other
ways, but again the solution is not found. And as we said, this violence we have inherited from the animal, this aggression, this
domination, with the desire for power, position and the urge to fulfil. Our brain structure which we have inherited from the
animal, is itself the product of evolution, its function is not only to be self-protective but also to be aggressive, to be violent, to
be very dominating, thinking in terms of position, prestige, with all of which you are all quite familiar.

Sorrow, the self-pity which is part of that sorrow, the loneliness, the utter meaninglessness of life, the boredom, the routine,
deprive life of all sense of purpose, so we invent purpose; the intellectuals put together ideological purpose according to which
we try to live. And not being able to solve these problems we go back to something that has been, either in our youth, or to the
culture of tradition, depending upon race, country, and so on.

The more the problem becomes urgent, the more we escape to some form of ideological explanation from the past or to some
ideological concept of the future, and we remain caught in this trap. And one observes, both in the East and in the West, the
escapes into every form of entertainment, whether it is the entertainment of the Church, or the entertainment of football, or
the cinema - and all the rest. The demand for entertainment, for distraction takes extraordinary forms, going to museums,
talking endlessly about music, about the latest books, or writing about something which is dead and gone and buried, which has
no value at all.

Apparently there are very few who are really serious. | mean by that word 'serious’, the ability to go through a problem to the
very end and resolve it; not resolving it according to one's personal inclination, or temperament, or according to the compulsion
of environment, but putting all that aside, finding the truth of the matter, pursuing it to the very end. Such seriousness it seems
is rather rare. And if one would solve these two fundamental issues, of violence and sorrow, one has to be serious and also one
has to have a certain awareness, a certain attention, for nobody is going to solve these problems for us, obviously no old
religions or carefully planned organizations, worked out by some authority or by the priest - nobody in that category is going to
help us.

It's very obvious that they have no meaning at all, - you can see throughout the world the so-called young people are throwing
all those out of the window; they have no meaning - the Church, the Gods, the beliefs, the dogmas, the rituals. And such
authorities have ceased to have meaning for any serious man; obviously, when the world is in such confusion and misery, merely
to look to some kind of authority - especially such organized authority as religious planning with sanctions - has no meaning
whatsoever.

One cannot rely on anybody, on saviours, masters, not on anybody, including the speaker. And when we have rejected totally all
the books, philosophies, the saints and the anarchists, we are face to face with ourselves as we are. That is a frightening and
rather a depressing thing: to see ourselves actually as we are. No amount of philosophy, no amount of literature, dogma, ritual is
ever going to solve this violence and sorrow. | think one has ultimately to come to this point and to resolve and go beyond. The
more earnest one is, the more immediate the problem, the very urgency of it denies the authority one has so easily accepted.

Another problem is that of how to look into, and how to observe violence and sorrow as they exist in us. As we have said, human
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beings as individuals, are the product of society, of the culture in which we live, and that society and culture have been built by
each one of us. Society is the product of human beings and we are of that product; and we are caught in this situation. We are
caught in the trap of our individual inclinations, tendencies and pleasures and these are the structure of society. We are apt to
regard the individual and society as two different things; and then it may be asked - What value has a human being who changes
himself with regard to the whole structure of society? - which seems to me an absurd question.

We are dealing neither with an individual nor with a particular society, French, English, or whatever it is, but with the whole
human problem. We are not dealing with the individual in relation to society or with the relationship of society, the collective, to
the individual; we are trying to deal with the whole issue, not any separate issue.

We can only understand something when we see the totality of it, when we see its whole structure and the meaning of it. You
cannot see the whole pattern of life, the whole movement of life, if you merely take one part of it and are tremendously
concerned about that particular part. It is only when we see the whole map that we can see where we are and choose a
particular road.

So we are not concerned with individual salvation or individual liberation, or whatever the individual is trying to seek but rather
with the whole movement of life, the understanding of the whole current of existence; then perhaps the individual problems can
be approached entirely differently. It becomes extremely difficult to see the whole issue, to understand it - it demands
attention.

One cannot understand anything intellectually - you may hear words, give explanations, find out the cause, but that is not
understanding. Understanding - as one observes oneself - takes place only when the mind, including the brain, is totally
attentive. And one is not attentive when one is interpreting and translating what one sees according to one's background. You
must have noticed - obviously most of us have - that when the mind is completely quiet - not demanding, not fussing around,
not tearing to pieces the problem, but | really facing the problem with complete quietness - then there is an understanding. That
very understanding is the action, the liberating force or energy, which frees us from the problem.

So we are using the word 'understand' in that sense, not intellectual or emotional understanding. And this understanding is
rather a negation of the positive, the positive being understanding with the motive to do something about it. Most of us, when
we have a problem, are inclined to worry about it, to tear it to pieces, to analyse it, to find a formula for dealing with it. And
thought - as one may observe - is always the response of the old; thought is never new, yet the problem is always new. We
translate the new, the problem, in terms of thought, and thought which is old is therefore positive, and active to do something
about it.

Thought is the response of the past, it is memory, experience, accumulated knowledge, it is old, and challenges are always new,
if they are challenges. From that background of knowledge, experience, memory, arises the response as thought - thought is
always of the past - and thought translates the challenge or the problem in terms of that past. And thought, if one observes it,
makes a positive response with regard to the problem in terms of the past.

So thought is not the way out; and this doesn't mean that one becomes nebulous, vague, absent-minded or more neurotic. On
the contrary, the more you give attention, complete attention, to anything, it doesn't matter what it is, then in that attention
you observe that there is no thought, no thinking; there is then no centre which is in operation as thought. So, understanding
takes place - understanding, or observing, which are all the same - without the response of the background of thought;
understanding is immediate action.

Am | making it somewhat clear or is it too abstract? | hope you are not translating what is being said in terms of some oriental
mystical nonsense! Look! - if | want to understand a child, | have to observe him, | have to watch him, | have to pay attention to
him. | watch him playing, crying, misbehaving, doing everything - | just watch him - | don't correct him; | want to understand and
therefore | have no prejudices, | have no patterns of thought - as to what he must or must not do - as to what is good and what
is bad. | just watch, and in that watchful attention | begin to understand the whole nature of his activity.

In the same way, to observe nature, a flower, is fairly simple; nature does not demand very much of us, just to watch an
objective thing is very simple. But to watch what is going on inwardly, to watch this violence, this sorrow, with that clarity of
attention is not so simple. That watching, that observing, denies totally every form of personal inclination, tendency, or the
compulsive demand of society, that very watching is like watching the movement of a whole river. If you sit on a bank and watch
the river go by, you see everything. But you, watching from the bank, and the movement of the river, are two different things;
you are the observer and the movement of the river is the thing observed. But when you are in the water - not sitting on the
bank - then you are part of that movement, there is no observer at all. In the same way, watch this violence and sorrow, not as



an observer observing the thing, but with this cessation of space between the observer and the observed. It is part of the whole
enquiry which is meditation of life.

As we said earlier, we human beings are violent and this we inherit from the animal, and this we never really go into because we
have the concept of non-violence; we are concerned with the concept and ideology of non-violence, of what should be, but not
with the fact of what actually is. Please - if | may suggest - do not merely listen to a lot of words; words are words, they have not
very much meaning. Semantically one can go into the meaning of words, but the word is not the thing, explanation is not the
fact, that which is; and one is apt to be caught in the trap of words and one listens only to words, endlessly - words are ashes,
they have no meaning.

But if one listens beyond the word, observing oneself as one actually is, - not now, because you are sitting here, listening to a
talk, but actuality, when you are outside, to watch yourselves - not egotistically, not introspectively, not analytically, but just
observing what is actuality going on, then one can discover for oneself not only the superficial violence, such as anger, the
demand for position and so on, but also the deep-rooted violence. And when you discover that, the concept of non-violence has
really no validity at all. What had validity is the fact, violence.

Observe the fact of violence in the Orient, in India they have been talking endlessly about non-violence, preaching practicing - all
nonsense - the moment there is any for of challenge it disappears and they become violent. Here also they talk endlessly about
peace, in all the churches, of love, goodness, loving your neighbour - yet you have had the most terrible wars, fifteen thousand
of them, within the last five thousand years. And one has to observe how deep-rooted this violence is within oneself, in the
demand for fulfilment, in competing and always comparing oneself with somebody else, in imitating, in obedience and in the
following of somebody, conforming to a pattern - all that is a form of violence.

To be free of that violence, demands extraordinary attention and care; otherwise | don't see how there can be peace in the
world. There may be so-called peace, between two wars, between two conflicts, but that is not real peace, deep within,
untouched by any ideology, or by any thought, not put together by some meaningless little philosophy. If one hasn't that peace,
how can one have love, affection, care; or how, if there is no peace, can one create anything? One may draw pictures, write
poems, write books about the past, and all the rest, but it all leads to conflict, to darkness. But to have this freedom from
violence, - totally, not just partially, fragmentarily - one has to go into the problem very deeply.

One has to understand the nature of pleasure; violence and pleasure are intimately related. Because again, as one observes
oneself, one will see that our whole psychology is based on pleasure - apart from what the psychologists and the analysts talk
about, one does not have to read a lot of books to see this - not only the sensory pleasures, as sex, but also the pleasure of
achievement, the pleasure of success, of fulfilment, of achieving position, prestige, power. Again, all this exists in the animal. In a
farmyard, where there are poultry, you see this same phenomenon taking place. There is pleasure, in the sense of taking delight,
or of insulting.

To achieve enjoyment, to achieve position, prestige, to be somebody famous, is a form of violence - you have to be aggressive. If
one is not aggressive in this world, one is just downtrodden, pushed aside; so that one may well ask the question, 'Can | live
without aggression, and yet live in this society?' Probably not, why should one live in society? - in the psychological structure of
society, | mean. One has to live in the outward structure of society - having a job, a few clothes, a house, and so on - but why
should one live in its psychological structure?

Why should one accept the norm of society which requires that one must become a successful writer, must be a famous man,
must have...oh, you know, all the rest of it? All that is part of the pleasure principle which translates itself in violence. In church
you say, love your neighbour - and in business you cut his throat; the norm of society has no meaning. The whole structure of
the army, any structure based on the hierarchic principle, on authority, is again domination and pleasure, which is again part of
violence, basic violence. To understand all this demands a great deal of observation - it is not a matter of capacity - you begin to
understand, the more you observe. The very seeing is the acting.

Pleasure is what we are seeking all the time. We want greater pleasure - the ultimate pleasure, of course, is to have God. In the
pursuit of pleasure there is fear, and we are burdened all our life with this dark thing called fear. Fear, sorrow, thought, violence,
aggression - they are all interrelated. Therefore, in understanding one thing clearly, you understand beyond it.

One can take time and analyse the whole of the emotional and the intellectual structure of one's being, analyzing, bit by bit -
which the analysts do, hoping to bring about a certain normal relationship between the individual and society - but all that
involves time. Or, one can see that one is violent and understand the cause of it directly; one knows the cause of it. But to see
each and every form of violence involves time; to unravel it exhaustively in all its forms demands months, years of time. Such an
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approach, it seems to me, is absurd. It is like a man who is violent and is trying to be non-violent, in the meantime he is sowing
the seed of violence all the time.

So the question is whether you can see the whole thing immediately and resolve it immediately - that is really the issue - not bit
by bit, taking day after day, month after month; that is a terrible, dreary, endless job, it involves a very careful, analytical mind, a
mind that can dissect, see every aspect and not miss one detail - when a particular detail is missed the whole picture goes
wrong. Not only does that involve time but in it there is also a concept which you have established of what it is to be free from
violence. | don't know if you are following this? That concept, that thought which you use as a means of attempting to get rid of
violence actually creates violence; violence is created by thought.

So the question is, is it possible to see the whole thing immediately? - not intellectually, if you put it as an intellectual problem it
has no issue at all, then you'll just commit suicide as many intellectuals do, either actually commit suicide, or invent a theory, a
belief, a dogma, a concept and become slaves to that - which is a form of suicide - or go back to the old religions, and become a
Catholic, or a Protestant, or a Hindu, a follower of Zen, or whatever.

So the question is, is it possible to see the whole thing immediately, and with the very seeing of it, the ending of it?

You see wholly when the problem is sufficiently urgent, not only urgent for yourself but also for the world. There is war
outwardly and war inwardly within each one of us, is it possible to end it immediately, psychologically turning your back on it?
Nobody can answer that question except yourself except yourself when you answer it, not depending on any authority, on any
intellectual or emotional concepts or formulas or ideologies. But as we said, this demands a great deal of inward seriousness, a
great deal of earnest observation - observing when you are sitting in a bus the things about you, without choice, observing the
thing within oneself that is moving, changing, observing without any motive, just everything as it is. What 'is', is much more
important than what 'should' be. Out of this care and attention, perhaps, we will know what it is to love.

Source:J. Krishnamurti Talks in Europe 1967 1st Public Talk Paris 16th April 1967

Question: Does not thought originate as a defence against pain? The infant begins to think in order to separate itself from
physical pain. Is thought - which is psychological knowledge - the result of pain, or is pain the result of thought? How does
one go beyond the defences developed in childhood?

Jiddu Krishnamurti - Put a pin into a leg and there is pain; then there is anxiety that the pain should end. That is the momentum
of thinking, the nervous reaction; then comes identification with that reaction and one says: "l hope it will end and | must not
have it in the future". All that is part of the momentum of thinking. Fear is part of pain; is there fear without thought?

Have you ever experimented with dissociating thought from pain? Sit in a dentist's chair for some time and watch the things
going on; your mind observing without identifying. You can do this. | sat in the dentist's chair for four hours; never a single
thought came into my mind.

How does one go beyond the defences cultivated in childhood? Would one go to a psychoanalyst? One may think that is the
easiest way and one may think that he will cure all the problems arising from one's childhood. He cannot. He may slightly modify
them. So what will one do? There is nobody one can go to. Will one face that? There is nobody. Has one ever faced that fact that
there is nobody one can go to? If one has cancer one can go to a doctor, that is different from the psychological knowledge that
one has developed during childhood which causes one to become neurotic; and most people are neurotic.

So, what is one to do? How is one to know, in a world that is somewhat neurotic, in which all one's friends and relations are
slightly unbalanced, that one is also unbalanced? One cannot go to anybody; so what is taking place in one's mind now that one
no longer depends on others, on books, on psychologists, on authority? What has happened to one's mind if one actually
realizes that one cannot possibly go to anybody? Neuroticism is the result of dependence. One depends on one's wife, on the
doctor; one depends on God or on the psychologists.

One has established a series of dependences around one, hoping that in those dependences one will be secure. And when one
discovers that one cannot depend on anybody, what happens? One is bringing about a tremendous psychological revolution;
one is usually unwilling to face it. One depends on one's wife; she encourages one to be dependent on her; and vice versa. That
is part of one's neurosis. One does not throw it out, one examines it. Can one be free of it, not depending on one's wife -
psychologically, of course? One will not do it because one is frightened; one wants something from her, sex or this or that. Or
she encourages one with one's ideas, helps one to dominate, to be ambitious, or says one is a marvellous philosopher.



But see that the very state of dependence on another may be the cause of the deep psychological neurosis. When one breaks
that pattern, what happens? One is sane! One must have such sanity to find out what truth is. Dependence has been from
childhood, it has been a factor against pain and hurt, a factor for comfort, for emotional sustenance and encouragement - all
that has been built into one, one is part of that. This conditioned mind can never find out what truth is. Not to depend on
anything means one is alone; all one, whole - that is sanity, that sanity breeds rationality, clarity, integrity.

Question - Why is there so much Frustration in the World?

Osho - Because there is so much expectation. Expect, and there will be frustration. Don’t expect, and there will be no
frustration. Frustration is a byproduct: the more you expect, the more you create your own frustration. So frustration is not
really the problem, it is the result. Expectation is the problem.

Frustration is just a shadow which follows expectation. If you don’t expect even for a single moment, if you are in a state of mind
where there is no expectation, then it is simple. You ask a question and the answer comes; there is a fulfillment. But if you ask
with any expectations you will be frustrated by the answer.

Everything we do, we do with expectations. If | love someone, an expectation enters without my even knowing it. | begin to
expect love in return. | have not yet loved, | have not grown into love yet, but the expectation has come and now it will destroy
the whole thing. Love creates more frustration than anything else in the world because, with love, you are in a utopia of
expectation. You have not even been on the journey yet and already you have begun to think of the return home.

The more you expect love, the more difficult it will be for love to flow back to you. If you expect love from someone the other
will feel it as bondage; it will be a duty for him, something which he has to do. And when love is a duty it cannot fulfill anyone
because love as a duty is dead.

Love can only be play, not a duty. Love is freedom and duty is bondage, a heavy burden that one has to carry. And when you
have to carry something, the beauty of it is lost. The freshness, the poetry, everything is lost, and the other will immediately feel
that it is only something dead which has been given. Love with expectation and you have killed love. It is abortive — your love will
be a dead child. Then there will be frustration.

Love as play not as bargain, not because there is something you want to get out of it. Rather, love the other as an end in itself.
Thank God that you have loved and forget about whether it is returned or not.

Don’t make a bargain out of it and you will never be frustrated; your life will become filled with love. Once love has flowered in
its totality there will be bliss, there will be ecstasy.

| use love only as an example. The same law applies to everything. There is so much frustration in the world that it is difficult to
find someone who is not frustrated. Even your so-called saints are frustrated: frustrated because of their disciples, frustrated
because they begin to have expectations about them that they should do this and not do that; they should be like this and not
be like that. Then frustration is bound to come, it has come.

Your so-called workers are all frustrated because they have expectations. Whatever their ideal is, society must conform to it;
whatever their utopia is, everyone must follow it. They expect too much. They think that the whole world must be transformed
immediately according to their ideals. But the world goes on in its own way, so they are frustrated.

It is very difficult to find a person who is not frustrated. And if you find such a person, know that he is a religious person. It
makes no difference what the object, the cause, the source of frustration may be. One can be frustrated because of power,
because of prestige, because of wealth. One can be frustrated because of love. One can even be frustrated because of God.

You want God to come to you. You begin to meditate and expectation comes in. | have seen people who meditate for fifteen
minutes each day for seven days, and then they come to me and say, ”I am meditating and | have still not realized the divine.
The whole effort seems to be useless.” They have devoted fifteen minutes to meditation for seven days and still God is nowhere
to be seen. ”l am still no nearer to God, so what should | do now?” Even in the search for the divine we have expectations.

Expectation is the poison. That’s why there is frustration; it has to be so. Realize the falsity, the poisonousness of the expecting
mind. By and by, if you can become aware of it, the expectations will drop and there will be no frustration.



So don’t ask the question, "Why is there so much frustration in the world?” Ask "Why am | so frustrated?” Then the whole
dimension changes. When someone wonders why the world is so frustrated, there is again an expectation that the world could
be less frustrated. But whether the world is frustrated or not, you will remain frustrated.

The world is frustrated — that is a fact. Then you go and try to find out why you are frustrated. You will find that it is because of
your expectations. That is the seed, the root cause. Throw it out!

Don’t think about the world, think about yourself. You are the world and if you begin to be different the world begins to be
different. A part of it, an intrinsic part, has begun to be different: the world has begun to change.

We are always concerned with changing the world. That is just an escape. | have always felt that people who are concerned with
others’ changing are really escaping from their own frustrations, their own conflicts, their own anxieties, their own anguish. They
are focusing their minds on something else, they are occupying their minds with something else, because they cannot change
themselves. It is easier to try to change the world than to change oneself.

Remember to find out the cause of your own frustrations. And the sooner you do so, the better. Situations differ, but the source
of frustration is always the same: expectation.

Source - Osho Book "The Great Challenge"

Question - Beloved Master, Why does Gautama The Buddha insist that Life is always Misery?

Osho - Dharmendra, because it is so! Life as you know it IS misery. Buddha is not talking about HIS life, because what do you
know about his life? That is not utter misery; that is utter bliss, that is ultimate bliss. But the life that you know IS misery. Does it
need any proofs? Have you not observed yourself that it is misery? Do you need a Buddha to remind you?

And even when a buddha reminds you, you don't feel good. You feel offended, as if your life is being condemned. He is not
condemning your life -- buddhas never condemn anything. They simply say whatsoever is the case. If you are blind, they say you
are blind. If you are dead, they say you are dead. They simply state the fact -- and they state the fact because there is a
possibility to go beyond it.

Buddha insists again and again that life is misery because life CAN be tremendous bliss. But unless you understand the first thing
you will not understand the second thing. First you have to be very very aware that your life is misery, so much so that it
becomes impossible to live in the old way even for a single moment. When you see your house is on fire, how can you go on
living in it? You will run, you will escape from the house! You will forget all your treasures. You will not carry your cherished
items, beautiful paintings, art works, or whatsoever you love. You will forget all about your postal stamps and your picture
albums. You will forget even your wife, your husband, your children. You will remember them when you are out of the house.

Buddha used to tell a story: There was an old man, eighty years old, who became blind in old age. His friends, his physicians,
suggested to him that his eyes could be cured, but the old man was a philosopher, a logician, a great scholar. He said, "What do |
need eyes for? | have twelve sons -- that means twenty-four eyes; their twelve wives -- that means twenty-four eyes more; my
wife -- two eyes more; and so many children of my sons.... | have so many eyes, why do | need eyes for myself? In this house
there are at least one hundred eyes; if two eyes are missing it doesn't matter. My needs are looked after."

His logic had a point in it. He silenced his friends and physicians. But one night the house caught fire. Those hundred eyes
escaped -- they forgot all about the old man. Yes, they remembered, but they remembered only when they were safe outside.
Suddenly they remembered that the old man is in the house. What to do now? And the flames were so big now they could not
go in. And the old man was trying to find his way stumbling, getting burned here and there. And then he remembered that his
logic was absolute stupidity. In times of real need only your own eyes can be of help. But it was too late: he died, he was burned
alive.

When Buddha insists again and again that life is DUKKHA -- misery, anguish, pain -- he is simply reminding you that your house is
on fire and your eyes are still blind. It is time -- prepare! Your eyes can be cured. A way can be found to come out of this fire. You
can still save yourself, all is not yet lost. Hence the insistence.

Not that he is a pessimist -- as many people in the West particularly have condemned him, and in the East too. People think that
Buddha is a pessimist, saying life is misery. He is not a pessimist -- not a pessimist in the same way as Arthur Schopenhauer is.



Schopenhauer is a pessimist: "Life is misery and there is no way to get out of it. You have to suffer it, nothing can be done about
it. Man is a helpless victim."

It is said that when Schopenhauer read Gautam Buddha's works for the first time he danced because he thought, "This
enlightened man agrees with me!"

Now, no enlightened man can ever agree with those who are not enlightened; it is impossible. Either you agree with them or
you don't agree with them, but they never agree with you. They cannot. How can the man who has eyes agree with the man
who is blind about light? -- or about darkness even?

Remember one thing: the blind man knows nothing about darkness even, what to say about light! Because to see darkness eyes
are needed. You may be thinking that blind people live in darkness -- you are totally wrong. They know nothing of darkness.
Because YOU close your eyes and you feel darkness, so you think blind people must be living in darkness -- but they don't have
eyes to close. And unless you know light you cannot know darkness; they are two aspects of the same coin. Eyes are needed for
both.

Schopenhauer was utterly wrong -- Buddha was not agreeing with him. Of course, Buddha can be interpreted in such a way that
he may look like a pessimist philosopher. He is neither a pessimist nor a philosopher. He is not even an optimist -- because
pessimism and optimism both belong to the world of the blind.

Hopeless people hope. Blind people think sooner or later they will attain to eyes. In the dark night of your souls you cling to the
hope that there must be a dawn. To tolerate the present misery you have to create a certain kind of optimistic attitude so that
you can hope for a beautiful tomorrow -- although it never comes. But in hoping, you can tolerate. At least you can dilute your
misery a little bit, you can avoid getting too much disturbed by it. You can remain occupied somewhere else. You can keep your
eyes closed to the present anguish.

Buddha wants to bring you to the reality of your existence. He is a very earthly man, very pragmatic. He is a realist, he is not an
idealist. He has nothing to do with pessimism and nothing to do with optimism. He is simply trying to shake you up. It is a way of
hammering on your head. That's why he insists again and again that life is misery.

Watch your life, and you will find proofs and proofs, more than are needed, more proofs than you can manage. In fact, you will
see that Buddha's insistence is not as much as it should be, that he is very lenient, very liberal.

Let me remind you about Peter's principles:
His first principle: Anything that begins well ends badly; anything that begins badly ends worse.
His second principle: Negative expectations yield negative results; positive expectations yield negative results.

Whatever you do, this way or that, everything ends in failure, everything ends in frustration. Still you feel offended by Buddha?

Two bums came to rest on the same park bench and struck up a conversation. Eventually they got around to how each of them
had come to such dire straits.

One explained, "You are looking at a man who never took a word of advice from any man."

"Isn't that a coincidence?" replied the other. "You are looking at a man who took everybody's advice!"

Do whatsoever you want to do, but you will end in the same way. Everything ends in misery, everything ends in death. People
make tremendous effort, but what can you do? -- all your efforts are doomed, because you don't do the fundamental thing that
can bring a radical change. You don't create consciousness. That is the only radical transformation of life: from misery to bliss.
You do everything else except meditate. You will earn money and you will become more and more powerful and you will have all
that the world can provide.

And remember: | am not against the world. And | am not saying don't earn money and | am not saying don't make a beautiful
house. But remember: these things in themselves cannot make your life a life of joy. Yes, if you are meditative then a beautiful
house will have a totally different quality. A beautiful garden, a pond in your garden....

Mukta has just made a pond by the side of my room, a really beautiful pond with a small waterfall. If YOU are meditative, then it
is a tremendously beautiful experience just to see water dancing on the rocks, just to see the rocks, just to feel the texture of the
rocks, the moss that will start gathering on them. Then everything is beautiful if inside your heart there is awareness; otherwise
everything is ugly.



It is not that a meditative person enters into heaven -- no, heaven enters into a meditative person. Paradise is not a geographical
place, it is a psychological experience. A meditative person can enjoy everything -- only he can enjoy. He is not a renunciate.
Only he knows how to taste the beauty of things, how to experience the tremendous presence of existence all around. Because
he IS, he knows how to love, how to live.

But your life is going to be one misery after another misery. It will be a long chain of misery.

Berkowitz, a salesman, while driving through the Negev desert, saw an Arab lying on the sand. Berkowitz rushed to the man's
side and lifted him up. The Arab whispered, "Water, effendi, water!"

"This is kismet!" exclaimed Berkowitz. "Are you in luck! I happen to have in my suitcase the finest selection of ties you ever saw!"
"No!" wailed the Arab. "Water, water!"

"These ties you could see right now in the King David Hotel -- fifteen dollars apiece. For you, only ten dollars."

"Please, effendi, | need water!"

"Look, you seem like a nice person. | am known all over the Negev as Honest Abbie. Whatever kind of ties you like -- silk, wool,
wrap, crepe -- you can have what you want -- eight dollars each!"

"I need water!"

"Alright, you drive a hard bargain. Tell you what, take your pick, two for ten dollars!"

"Please, give me water!"

"Ah, you want water?" said Berkowitz. "Why didn't you say so? All you gotta do is crawl five hundred feet to the sand dune, hang
right for a quarter mile. You will come to Poppy's Pyramid Club; he will give you all the water you want."

The Arab slowly crawled to the sand dune, turned right, and with his last remaining strength came to the door of the club.
Poppy, the owner, was standing out front.

"Water, water!" begged the Arab.

"You want water? You came to the right place. | got well water, seltzer water, whatever water you want | got inside. The only
thing is, you can't go in without a tie."

Buddha is right: in your life, whatsoever you do, you are bound to meet misery. And as time passes, more and more misery,
because life starts slipping out of your fingers, death starts overshadowing you. And you become very tense -- life is slipping by
and you have not arrived anywhere yet. You start running, you put all that you have at stake... but only death is the culmination
of what you call life. How can death be the culmination of life? If death is the culmination of life then life is utterly useless -- not
only useless but a very ugly joke played on man. Then God cannot be the creator -- then the Devil must be in charge. And that
exactly seems to be the case.

The Old Testament says God created the world in six days. And then? Then it seems the Devil is running it! Since then, God has
not been heard of; since then the Devil is in charge. Your life is a cruel joke, as if some evil force is playing tricks with you. Just
like small children torturing some insect, you are being tortured by some unknown force -- as if some unknown force is enjoying
your torture, as if God is a sadist!

Buddha is right: your life simply proves not only that YOU are wrong, but it even proves that the God you worship must be
wrong. It not only proves YOU wrong, it proves your popes and your Shankaracharyas wrong. It proves your so-called religions
wrong, because they don't help in changing your quality of life. They don't change your vision, they don't change your insight.
They don't bring more sensitivity and awareness to you so that you can live on a new plane, in a new plenitude, in a new
fullness.

Buddha insists for a certain reason. The reason is: if you listen to him and if you become aware that your life IS misery, you are
bound to ask him, "Sir, then what should we do?"

Buddha has the way; he can show you the path. He diagnoses your illness, because he has the key which can transform your
illness into health, your madness into sanity.

Source - Osho Book "The Dhammapada Vol7"



