II

Q. – Excuse me, Doctor, may you tell what is your so-called method of life?

A. – Well, I feel a method of life is... You ever return to methodology, and it seems to me all right (laughs)...  Method of life is the method of a new man; that is to say, one should live and incarnate ideas, and not simply theorise about them. A new man, a new society emerge in terms of method of life, and not in terms of ideology.

Q. – Here some persons did not read your book; so may you clarify what is this method?

(Another interlocutor)

Q. – You say, to incarnate a method of life... In general, may you give an example –as Osvaldo says– of your so-called incarnation of a method of life? 

(Another interlocutor)

Q.– For instance, in this chapter, you refer to “harmony of an individual with rhythms of nature”; later you speak of “mind control” and, finally, of “reserve, use, and transformation of human energy” and, at a time, in this last section, you refer to a control of energies linked with “sex”, “word” and “sight”.

A. – I return to the starting point: is there sufficient vocation to live in terms of a method of this kind, or not?; because method arises for a person who wants it...

Q. – But the issue at stake is that sometimes one should know the method in order to know if we want it.

A. – Such as you have summed this up, a method is too much extensive to explain it with some few words, but let us start from this basis: we are too far from this type of methodology. So let us start recognising, if possible, how far usually we are from all this! First, if we wish to be in tune with natural rhythms, we must confess we do not know them; and if we know a little of them –because at least we are aware of the day-night rhythm– actually we do not practice it because we are switching over day and night and vice versa: even we are unable to practise such elementary things like that!.... Second, it is beyond any arguments that the method must refer to a control of energy, but does every one of us wish to control this energy?, ¡we are so far from all this!; we get used to a consumerist society, we consume any thing, we spend any level of energy, ours and of others, for our own gratification... but do we want any control of this energy? On the other hand, if we are unable to intuit the fundamental purpose of our efforts, it will be very hard to practise a method like that. If I do not love an ideal of human transformation, it is very difficult to renounce to my ordinary pleasures, and to my wishes and likes, and to renounce to sex, conveniences, money and travels, and even to renounce to things that according to people grant a pleasant living. In short, if my life has not a transcendent sense, why to speak of sex reserve?, why to speak of sex reserve in a world of voracious desires, in which the only sense of existence is for people to be a little happier and a little more self-forgotten, and in which sex offers the great solution: self-forgetting. So why to speak of human energy control in a high consumerist society, which constantly is offering us things that, because of our inner voracity, we buy, and we cannot renounce to anything because the power of publicity and environment –as our friend would say– is more powerful than our good intentions to get self-control? So, why should we try a new method of life?

Q. – Since you speak of control, I feel this control was in force throughout history in convents of different religions...

A. – Yes, but for him who loved to practise it!

(Same precedent interlocutor)

Q. – Of course, but it was ever in force... So, if we speak of a new man, we cannot feel control is a new characteristic; control was ever in force.

A. – Agreed!: new man may desire to put in tune his individual living with life of the cosmos, but this does not mean he is inventing laws of the cosmos; man neither invented the gravitation law, nor cosmic radiation laws, nor rhythms of nature, nor human energy laws: these laws have ever been in force, but present man has to re-discover his relationships with the cosmos. But first, as a previous question –we repeat– we should wonder if our love is sufficient to desire these things, or if this is mere intellectual curiosity connected with doctrine and knowledge... with something we wish to grasp in order to enrich our mind and to know a little more...

Q. – Excuse me, you cannot expect any answer from a question like that!

A. – No, but methodologically we wonder this way; methodologically we have to ask constantly this question; I do not say one has to answer it... I say we have to wonder, because our very question is going to display the way leading to the answer.

Q. – I do not grasp with much clarity your sayings about institutions... You spoke of dangers that an institution like ours can create, or of possible risks we may run: in plain terms, when you spoke of this, did you refer –as it were– to the “label” of an institution?

A. – I did not to a “label” at all... I rather refer to the spirit of an institution; a group is going to be an expansive force if remains with open spirit.

(Same interlocutor)
Q. – With same open spirit, but not denying the positive fact of creating a position-taking...

A. – Of course!

(Same interlocutor)

Q. – Oh!

A. – Therefore I say, if the heart of the group pays close attention to its initial principle... Because your Institute is also germinal, and many germinal things abort during their first gestation months.

(Young lady)

Q.– Excuse me, somehow I take up again the subject of a previous question that we wonder constantly: a sort of being fully and deeply conscious of ourselves; the initial question is as follows: if I bring here a person who is entirely unaware of our considerations, and I tell him, “See, here we deal with a new man”, the first reaction of this person is to objectify, and perhaps my own question is an objectification...; but in a “zero-kilometre” state, if I wondered “For what?”, and got a proper answer to this “For what?”, later I could ask questions of all kinds about ways to follow... but can I get the answer about “For what?”, about what advantage may I take from being a new man? ad about being conscious of myself will enable me to be happier?

A. – Are you asking this question to yourself or to me?

(Same young lady)

Q. – I am asking this question to you. May you answer?

A. – But are you wondering about this at the same time you are asking this question to me?

(Same young lady)

Q, –  Yes, of course!, and not from now.

A. – Then, how do you answer this question in yourself?

(Same young lady)

Q. – I did not find an answer yet.

A.– You did not find it... but first you wish to know what advantage you are going to take...; if it is advantageous or not, if it is profitable or not...

(Same young lady)

Q. – But it is to certain extent cold to talk like that... but... I feel all has its “For what?”.

A. – This may be the first trick of one’s mind: as you project your “For what?”, if you wonder if it is going to be useful or not, and what benefits can you get, you are already closing the field to a deep answer.

Q. – Of course, excuse me, but if you do not wonder “For what?”, your own conviction is going to be false; that is to say, if one does not wonder “For what?” –I see this in the young lady’s case– if one does not say “For what?”, it is because we are going –as it were– like a sort of little lambs, like cannon-fodder, who obediently tell: I am going... I follow something... but I do not know where I am going to; so, before we take one step, first we should ask: “What is expecting us ahead?”; the point at issue is not pessimism or optimism to cope with a method or a new way to live, but: “What is there?”, “how to represent it?, how to reach it?, how to do it?, and how to live it?”, and  certainly we are going to pose: “Is my going advantageous?”, but not for a cold, monetary or opportune advantage; “Is it advantageous to myself and to the good of the entire community, and to all those with whom I want to be?, is it advantageous to me if I go by the sidewalk across the street, or if I remain at the same place?: this would be “For what?”.

 A.– This premise surmises a false starting point, because this position keeps a duality between the “sidewalk across the street” and you; when you say, “Is my going to the sidewalk across the street advantageous or not?”, you plainly deny yourself and feel new man is on the sidewalk across the street, and this is a rational position...

(Same interlocutor)
Q. – Well, I apologise for my interruption, I mentioned a sidewalk, but perhaps may be a step...
A. – I believe new man is born or not in every one of us: this is a fundamental point! It is not proselytism or the presence of someone, me or anyone, coming here to talk about new man like he who is offering a product, while others begin to think if to buy it or not could be useful (laughs)... I apologise for my irony.

Q. – I remember certain passage of your book...; I am going to answer for you, Doctor, but citing a part of your book. In his book, Doctor Muñoz Soler says he admits duality, but these dualities are in the frame of a whole: so, first it is the whole, and later we can speak of dualities...

A.–  So, not to be lost in details of the phenomenon: this would be the “quid” in methodology; not to be lost in details of this that we want to grasp as new; not to be lost in an excessive detailed speculation of rational kind, which will close our field. So perhaps you noticed I am somehow reluctant to speculations, and even reluctant to answer questions in an objective way, because I do not like to close the perceptive field. We all have a consciousness tending to objectification but, at the same time, this objectification closes the field of knowledge; so let us leave this field open, let us leave one’s sensibility open; let us not ask too many rational questions closing the field to a  receptivity of some kind beyond the rational aspect... this is all; let us try to be in tune, and to talk –so as we are doing now– but let us not close the field with formulae, believing that, because we have offered a formula or answer, we have already explained something, when perhaps merely we have put a screen. So it may be proper not to restrict this conversation to some few persons, but all should participate, because insofar as we participate more and more, greater and greater will be our chances to understand what we want understand. 

Q. – In spite of your answer to this young lady’s question –about “For what?”– I dare to say there is a very positive basic point:  the fact that she asks the question... and basically a thirst for quest already exists; as she does not get an answer –which would be a secondary step– her first question facilitates her to be present in this group.  She said, if I bring here a person and tell him, “We are speaking of a new man”, this person could be curious to join the group since he is not going to ask: “What is a new man?”, but he will say, “Oh!, perhaps I may find some answer to my own questions”.

A. – You see how methodology is richer and richer insofar as our conversation is deeper and deeper... because we are making use of a methodology! So, this young lady has a valuable curiosity about the question, not about the answer: because an answer can be moulded by me, by my conditioning, my education, my nature, my ignorance, and whatever, while the question is always alive. Therefore, when she asked me a question and expected an objective answer, I brought her back to her individual ego so that she could open the field to a genuine answer; by refusing to respond, more or less I meant: “Keep your question!”. In my opinion, you are right because in one’s enquiry, in one’s existential anguish before our difficulty to find an answer... in this very sorrow, if you love knowledge, you are going to find the answer. Instead, if I give you an answer, my answer is strange to your being and out of your being: it is an answer coming from me and, therefore, it will not be an egoencia’s answer; egoencia is born in being, it is not born of one’s neighbour sayings, of a leader’s sayings, or a book’s sayings, because this is bondage of being: because such and such says so, because the author of the book says so, because one’s neighbour of the sidewalk across the street says so...: such a neighbour of the sidewalk across the street is non-existent, and such an author or such a book does not exist either. Egoencia is born when we are willing to deny all answers of this kind –schematic, formalist and cultural– which apparently say much and actually do not say anything. Insofar as we can produce a question in ourselves and –before an answer that does not come to us– insofar as we can remain alone with the same question, and continue to ask, at this very moment we are already entering a new field.

Q. – In regard to your above-mentioned renunciation –in my opinion, to certain extent a problem connected with our last sayings– I feel if we are renouncing to something, to something that we wish, and in front of the system of new being, and in accord with your sayings, renunciation is unnecessary... because when you do not need it, you set it apart. Therefore, we even go through a false way if we try to cope our consumerist problem related to all those things, with renunciation used as a method to achieve a new being... So, had we to dispose of these things, it would be because we do not need them, and not because we renounce by following a method.

A. – Would you like to converse about the subject of renunciation? I feel the last chapter of the book “Germs of Future in Man” deals with renunciation, isn’t it?; I say I feel because once I wrote it, I did not read it again.

(Reading the book):

Yes, it is “Renunciation”.

Q. – Also I was going to pose the subject of renunciation –an exciting subject– but, in fact, I intended to consider it later (laughs). If you don’t mind, here you refer to anxiety and anguish of man because of crises and conflicts... and you say all these previous troubles can be solved if one becomes a new man, and assumes a new ideal...; at least this paragraph suggests this. I feel here we all agree with this approach, but we wish to see with more clarity the problem of renunciation; and it was this paragraph that brought me more doubts because I may be entirely identified with this, but this is one thing, and an entire renunciation to material things, to material goods and to our social structure is another thing altogether... (laughs).

A. – We should say, “Just a moment!", isn’t it?... “Let us see if this is advantageous”... “I have to think of this!”... “This is awful!”... (laughs).

 Well, we should be open to the problem in order to understand renunciation, because if we do not understand it, we are going to objectify opinions, we are going to exalt a value, to create some myth, or to form a false image that is going to scare us... If Christ’s disciples –supposedly, advanced beings– were frightened when he spoke of renunciation, naturally!, we will feel more frightened... and we are frightened right now! (laughs). We should realise that today social doctrines for the future necessarily are to be based on renunciation... I say this with few words, like a guideline, and I leave it as a subject for your own meditation. We should understand this:  we cannot dispose of renunciation if we speak of freedom, of inner freedom. If all this context of ideas here developed about new man is not founded on renunciation, then would be another ideology, another humanism. People talk too much about freedom: social freedom, political freedom, economic freedom, freedom of ideas... but we have not the freedom. For centuries, humanity has been in search of freedom by different means, but every one of us remains in bondage in the wake of our own trends, ideologies, goods, family, race, and hereditary genes. Renunciation is a universal law of liberation: let us start there; I did not create it, and it is not a theory of “Germs of Future in Man”; it is a law of human freedom, an integrative law. Through renunciation man can release his own energy –partially here I deal again with a question about energy reserve–; one cannot release human energy without renunciation. Let us see if we can understand this...

(Young lady)

Q. – I would remain repressed...

A. – Or objectified in connection with something. We get used to materialise energy in something, to spend energy: if I have much energy potential, then I spend much –I eat much, I condense and make it concrete with something in a possessive way... but I do not release it; I do not release my own energy to offer it to humanity, in the event humanity may need this energy. But if I renounce, I release energy to the same extent; while desire, or possession of whatever type, objectifies, restricts and reduces one’s being: this is the law, willy-nilly; the point at issue is not an ideology, but a law. I do not know if you see this... or if you agree; even though I do not feel the point at issue is to agree or not, but I would like to converse about it.

Q. – So, technically is renunciation a previous step to any type of liberation of man? 

A. – The point is that, in regard to something as concrete as an answer to economic global problems, we need the spiritual foundation of renunciation to achieve a fair distribution of wealth, which diverse systems of economic organisation cannot get. Yes, goods do exist indeed –as Marcuse says–, all material-intellectual conditions exist in present society to put an end to famine and destitution; but if we do not achieve this by lack of wealth, but by lack of renunciation. A law of renunciation should be the moral foundation of new economic systems intending to expand the productive force of man, and to universalise it. Because if I appropriate to the fruits of my work, then my energy remains in the service of my own personality, and not in the service of humanity. And the same happens with intelligence and other goods of culture...So, if we speak of an expansive new man, he should necessarily be devoted to renunciation: to a higher or lower renunciation –I do not know–, but any expansive man is a man who renounces to himself. Perhaps even you have renounced today to stay at home, or to eat... today I did not eat to come here and I feel you did not eat either: these are little signs, I do not consider them virtues, they are constructive elements of a new society claiming for expanding human energy. If I do not renounce to my comfort, to my conveniences, and to my goods, I cannot participate in a universal way. This is why renunciation appears like a law, and not like a virtue to become holier, to reach Heaven, or to perfect one’s soul –which it is likely I may achieve when and if these things exist–, but like a participating human function of the new society... A man without renunciation will be adrift in a new society.... he is going to suffer much, and the accelerated movement of renunciation will displace him: –this is the shock of the future, in Alvin Toffler’s sense–.

Q. – A concrete case: for instance, technically, if I improve my tasks on politics, and I have to perform social activities, first I should wonder: “What am I going to do?, am I going to achieve a personal work?, or am I going to act in terms of my professional mission?”.

A.– So, we should wonder if we are going to act in terms of a mission connected, in our opinion, with the sense we want to give to our existence in order to achieve that sense and not to be frustrated men; and in order to... –and here we find “For what?”, in accord with this young lady’s sayings–, if you have a good –in this case, your intelligence, your professional aptitude– you can find a sense of your existence at the moment you offer this good, and not insofar as you keep it for your personal use and advantage, that is to say,  to know more, earn more, or possess more. You achieve the sense of your existence insofar as you give, and not insofar as you receive; because generally, when you receive, you feel satisfied for a while, but later you feel a deep existential frustration; and today all humanity is existentially frustrated; why?: because we do not give ourselves. And renunciation is simply this; renunciation is not a speculative theory, but a need of giving oneself –not a need of giving things, but a need of giving myself in order to achieve my being–: again, it is a need of being...; it is not an exclusive a religious virtue, isn’t it?, not confined within monasteries... and you begin to feel it as a new need of men of the new times.

Q. – Again, what is the motive of our organisation?: first, the source –certain dissatisfaction–, later we speak of method and, now, we have the final part connected with the purpose, but not a purpose in the sense of my personal advantage or not, or in the sense of my achievements, but a purpose with a vaster sense, that is to say, a purpose of existential kind, and obviously connected with some higher principle, with God. Well, how may you connect with God that which a new man tends to feel?

A. – This is a very important question connected with egoencia of being... because egoencia of being appears as a harmonising principle of human-divine values, and not as new humanism: and again we deal with methodology. Today, speak of God is sometimes to speak of something we do not know, and to identify with this term an ideological façade, a confessional façade, and an external pose before life, when perhaps one’s intimate being is denying this God. So, today many people refuse to speak of God because realise to speak of God for the sake of speaking, or to believe for the sake of believing... is something meaningless. Recently, during a conversation with a young man from the United States, precisely about “Germs of Future in Man”, he said: “See, this book is good, but you should introduce certain amendments and, among them, you should substitute the word God for any other word”. “Well”, I said, “yes, but we cannot weaken the actual sense of its message either”... And he insisted on it, “Substitute it for the word transcendence, for instance”. And he added, “The word God, at least among young university students like me, and also in other young groups, produces such a reaction, that they do not want to have anything to do with it”. And why do not they wish to have anything to do with this word?, because recently in the United States, the Vietnam war and inner social shakes pointed out many things... for instance, many persons who swear by the name of God and by their country on assuming official tasks –whose image is far much publicised there than here through mass communication media– later find themselves involved in war crimes, production of toxic gases, racial discrimination, or interests of big corporations. Thinking people do not admit this duality in a man who, on one side, swears by the name of God, and on the other side, does exactly otherwise. So, today those statements about God should be –in my opinion– more precise, more authentic, and more internal than external. I feel renunciation, in terms of life, and not in theoretical terms, is a value by which we can come into contact with our so-called God. In my opinion, the point is not to come and say I believe or I do not believe in God, because this perhaps is meaningless; if I am in bondage in the quake of my desires, possessions, or personal selfishness, what is the use of saying I believe in God?, what is the value of this external statement? But if I have sufficient love to start the way of renunciation, then, insofar as I renounce to myself, what we call God will become somehow a reality in me. So, here, renunciation takes the first place as method –and of course, on human level– that is, one’s human value that will come into action for the revelation of our so-called God like a reality and not like another illusion: renunciation is the most generous value that a man can put into action in the presence of God. I feel one cannot buy the divinity with beliefs, doctrines or superficial words of some kind because  I tell the divinity I love Her, or I believe in Her, and She will be manifested in me, if my heart and my being has nothing to do with my words. But insofar as I may acquire human generosity, that is to say, renunciation, this mystery that we call God begins to be existentially in force in my life, not like a belief. If I am able to renounce, surely I am going to be open to the divine; but if I say I believe in God, and later I am ambitious and selfish, if I consume all my earnings, and exploit my neighbour, and join to groups devoted to exploit humanity... what God are we speaking of? This is my opinion.

Q. – A last question, not to tire you... Also in your book you refer to mind control: may you explain the meaning of this?

A. – It seems to me that so far, during our conversation, we have exercised certain mind control: we were observing each other and, in my view, this is the beginning of mind control. Because usually people also talk too much about mind control and its exercises. Above all, we find much oriental literature, and plenty books on mind concentration and exercises to get senses more acute and thought control... and concentration on a point, head down, et cetera. I believe all these things –at least as to their usual practice– are partial exercises; I feel mind control should be a harmony of both human and divine values, which we call egoencia, because otherwise we will do something partial; we may spend half an hour staring at the point of a pin, and after this exercise surely our mind will become more vigorous, more objective, but also when we believe to check our strengthened mind, this mind is checking us, and we are more alienated than before. Mind should be in tune with our being as a whole; so, our mind should recover its true function as a medium, as a servant of the whole, and to renounce to its hegemonic desires to control our being. Again we are at the starting point; that is to say, again we recognise we cannot restrict us to partial methodologies; because then we are going to become  vegetarians since we believe by certain especial diet we are going to acquire the sense of the future, we are going to concentrate every day half an hour on the point of a pin, or we will be head down believing that with such things our mind will become more agile, more disciplined, and more dynamic, but we will get only an hypertrophy of some partial function: like an athlete exercising day by day his muscles and getting good muscles in detriment of the harmony of his entire being; many people  exercise their minds and practise concentration exercises, and you see them rigid, tough, objectively self-controlled and, at the same time, fanatical with their situation and unable to put in tune other functions of being: and as a result of this, mind got carried away, giving rise to a new bondage.

 Now you will understand why I refused to respond objectively to questions about method because we ran the risk of fixing numerous mind schemes, formulae, prescriptions, and exercises, and of believing we could become new men through certain exercises. Instead, I feel in the beginning one should not pay much attention to a methodology of this kind, and rather we should try to become sensible to this that we wish to acquire, in our soul and heart, as a sense of opening. As soon as this sense of opening becomes real, vocational and dear to ourselves, we all are going to see that all this methodology already exists, that we can transmit and learn it easily, that it is going to be within our reach, like a meaningful method of improvement. It is like to tell someone who asks us, “What can I do to know sciences?, to know secrets of nature?”. “Well, do you love to study?”. If you love to study, there are many ways to accede knowledge in a methodical way... isn’t it?

Thank you for your kind invitation to this meeting, and my congratulations to you all... I feel you can achieve a very beautiful work when and if you keep this sense of cordiality of tonight. This meeting has kept a level of opening to communication, and did not result in polemics or in a tribune for ideological preaching –of someone intending to convince others–, or in opposite ideas producing contrary forces...; our meeting became friendship. If your group keeps and observes this sense of friendship, receptivity and respect for the most partial positions of all, I am sure that a young group like this can really present new ideas and feelings to society, and will attract –not by preaching, but by similarity– many people who expect a new message from someone who knows and lives it.
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