II

PERCEPTION OF CHANGE IN THE COSMIC TIME


In our last class we examined the Methodology for this course.


I said my purpose was not to give a lecture and create a duality between he who speaks and others who listen, but rather to create a unified field among  souls that are here present, so that at the said “reunion of souls” may be revealed the being of every one of us.


In a quite general form, we expounded the Subjects of this course, that is to say, about fundamental ideas to develop and examine all together.


We said the fundamental topic of a contemporary man is his attempt to decipher the meaning of signs of the time in which he lives. Not the time referred to movements of stars or clock hands, or to social, political, or religious movements marking the time of the outer world, but to signs of the intrinsic time in its own life. Not the time of a community, that is, the time regulating a human group –each group has its own time– but the time regulating his own individuality as a human being: not the time of the man-mass, but that of an individual being.


We said the sign of the emerging age consists of this fact: the said time is not registered any more as a lineal time that goes from the past to the future, but as a time that, coming from the future, collides with our own life –a change in the direction of the axis of the time.


And along with this idea we pointed the characteristic of the Message of the Future.

1.
We said the Message of the Future is not something that is going to come, but something that exists right now, occurs even now, instantly, and in a current of change in the direction of the axis of the time.

When we say it is the time itself that changed, we mean that now we are confronting not only changes as to ideas or habits, but also an intrinsic change in the cosmic life.

2.
So, we said the Message of the Future is not transmitted as a current of ideas, but as a current of life –of renewed life.

3.
And to accede that current that the Future itself is inspiring, a belief,  ideology, or  practice is insufficient; we need an instrument:  revelation.

4.
And that instrument, that is, revelation is neither an individualistic psychological subjectivity nor a mass collectivisation –it is a “reunion of souls”.

Finally, in the last class, we referred to the existential anguish of man, which means an uncertain reconciliation of his individual life with the current of cosmic change and, at the same time, his hunch that the said “collision” with the Future tells fundamentally on his own destiny. As a matter of fact, today the point is not to remain apart from vogue or ideas of our times, but apart from history and life. Now, “to miss the train” means not only to be left behind, but also to lose the meaning of the existence. Today, the anguish of many souls is not only psychological and conflictive, but also of existential nature: not only  metaphysical anguish, but also anguish for the destiny as human beings.

Later, during our conversation, the group emphasised their unrest in relation to Communication,  –anguish of a human being who feels lonely, and efforts made by technique and advertising to create new mechanical communication media. Also we referred to the fact that, in spite of living in the communication age, as a result of this, we do not feel truly communicated,  we lack something that is fundamental, and for this reason the said “non-communication” crisis occurs, and we feel that something lacks or is lost... 

In short: we want to find a bridge to communicate with the souls, and do not know how! And when we speak of “reunion of souls”, we do not know its meaning!

Obviously, we need this reunion of souls but, at the same time, we are aware of another fact: bridges among human beings are broken, and the sense of community is lost.


This group could not grasp easily what is “reunion of souls” because precisely we lack the “sense of union”: apparently we have it, but we do not.

Upon speaking of sense of union we refer not to the eventual or real essence of this union, but to the sense as a biological quality –for instance, I do not understand what is the light because I have not the sense of sight.


And we cannot achieve the said sense of union –of community among human beings– by means of some new kind of social organisation or  institution, or through new types of human “relations”: or by certain course on human relations, or certain sessions of group psychotherapy, or by an idealistic universal brotherhood. Of course, all these things can be useful from a practical viewpoint, but we are not going to acquire the above-mentioned sense of all those things as an instrument of union. 

You cannot acquire this sense of union by means of outer activities or certain exercises, or by doing something. This  sense of union is something intrinsically ours: I cannot find it outside myself, I have to find it in myself, and it has to reveal itself in my own soul through a re-union of my soul with other souls. A human being discovers the sense of community through his re-union with other human beings, not through idealistic or utilitarian meetings, but through his simple reunion with  human beings.

One may say this easily, but it is not so easy in practice. You cannot live simply  with “human beings”, as a “human being”,  through a spiritual or social idealism, or through an ideal, universal brotherhood –you can achieve it by participating in the needs of all men.


This implies a deep self-denial, and takes for granted renunciation to all our privileges and outer conditions which have “separated” us, and even renunciation to our own power leading us to “confrontation”, and also involves renunciation to artificial “roles” that “occluded” the face of our own condition of human beings.

Many cannot understand this easily, and this is a barrier between past world and future world.

Neither the “rich” can understand this –those who have “many possessions”, as the Gospel says: those who live involved in the past,  compromised with the past (not only with material possessions, but also with a culture rooted in the past) and entirely impervious to innovation– nor spiritual  men  –those who use a “consumerist spirituality”, a conventional spirituality, or  some kind of spirituality to serve their own interests– nor old men, that is, those of a “crystallised” consciousness.

The Message of the Future, and its deep sense of planetary community and cosmic opening can be easily understood by young, simple souls in which the sense of freedom, love, and beauty resounds.

Q.

In a word, may you explain the change of direction in the axis of the time?

M. S.

I should reply as Louis Armstrong did when someone asked about jazz: “You are not going to understand”.

I4.

      But, it is something so obvious!

 M. S. 

Yes, obvious to a person who perceives it. In this case, it is as obvious as then sunlight. Let me try a better explanation.

S. I.


But the case is that I expect a simple explanation so that all of us may understand.

M. S.


Well, let us try again. Please, may you all help me?

Q.


We may need a little grade of revelation in the group, but if the bridges are broken... how many persons can rebuild these bridges? Or rather, how many blind people should gather for just one person to recover the sight?

M. S.  

You recognise the need of  a little grade of revelation, but think that there is too much blindness.

A. I. 

Do these concrete reunions facilitate or can facilitate certain satisfactory revelation connected with the question of the young man about the change produced in the time?

M. S.


Well, you are asking another question. Please, try to co-operate in relation to the reply. Otherwise, we are going to create more and more questions. Let us try to be in tune with the current itself of this change...

Q.

Another question that emerges from the context: are we on the only age in which the axis of the time is reverted throughout history? That is, does this phenomenon occur for the first time, or not?

M. S.


This question enables us to scrutinise  historic landmarks and examine past events, but all this will not clarify at all what is happening right now.

Q.


When you speak of a change in the direction of the time, one should take for granted that we know where from this change is coming?

M. S.

I am testifying about my own perception. But, on the other hand, my words  are not an invention or doctrine of mine, or something that occurred to me –today many persons are saying this in the world. So, it is not something offered here as an innovation that nobody has commented: let us begin from this. The phenomenon of a different perception of the time has been announced by great intuitive beings of our age, and now is being studied by contemporary philosophers, psychologists, sociologists, and physicists, and even perceived by many persons as an existential shock.

Q.


So, instead of offering us an explanation, you are inviting us to perceive this phenomenon.

M. S.

To try a theoretical explanation of these things would be in vain –we have to learn to recognise what already exists and is the object of our experience, even though we are now unable to understand.

Q.


Then, it is a question of faith, isn’t? And it is difficult to understand each other in questions of faith... This problem is quite suggestive.

M. S. 


In my opinion, this does not depend upon faith or upon acquiring faith. Faith is an issue entirely apart from our topic. It is not a question of faith, but of vision. The point is simply to see and apprehend what occurs, and this demands a mind with no prejudgements or conditionings. It is something so simple that only simple souls and young persons can apprehend this new time that is emerging.

Q.

But, apparently, the same conditions were present in humanity from its inception.

A.I.5
      This is a supposition.

M. S.


Please, no arguments, and just try to see. 

Q.

Please, allow me to say this: so far this group lacks a finality because it is non-existent as such. In fact –that is, what I see here– we are entirely separate, and each one of us should recognise why we are separate –each case is different–. That is, I consider an error to speak of a non-existent group. There is no communication, for the only reason that all of us have arrived and are under  usual, permanent pressures of our daily lives. For instance, you said we have lost the sense of the existence, and I wonder: why did we lose the sense of our own existence? Or, why do we remain lost? In my view, the issue is not to be alone, but to remain lost among so many people.


So, my essential position –and in this sense it is a compromise with myself– consists of attacking permanently the public spirit that permeates every one of our actions, and standardises and flattens informally all individuals. In this sense, I am not interested in speaking here, because this should have  a different formal connotation from what here is a lecture; that is, that of a lecturer and persons listening and asking questions: the more convenient position for this audience and also, to some extent, for the lecturer. In my opinion, we are not obliged to speak; instead of speaking, we could remain –I assume– seated on the ground, or even dancing, that is to say, communicating each other in some way. So, if the word is dead –as we said during the first meeting– then each has to feel what he says. In my view, the word is not dead, simply because I could communicate by words with those who are inside me and, in some way, are my friends, persons, and objects of my love –and when I refer to objects, they may be whether a table, or a stone, or a mountain.


In my opinion, we should leave aside our daily cultural drive and spirit of error. After leaving our job, we should not come here and talk of recovering the existential experience of community and, on the following day, not to wonder at all why we go everyday to our office, and why we wake up everyday in the morning at eight  p.m. o’clock... and of course, this is normal and usual, such is life. So, every one of us somehow cherishes the error.


In my view, we should leave aside our present pressures –even my own pressure. Recently I attended a meeting where an atypical London psychiatrist, David Cooper, first of all, previous to any discourse,  told to the audience to feel comfortable and relaxed, to touch the arm of his/her companion, to look at him/her, at the colour of the hair, how the person was seated... that is, relaxation with no fear.

M. S.


So, you are questioning the public spirit in this group, and you say we are not alone, but lost among so many persons. That is, you are aware of all of us in a group, but unable to communicate, and that we should relax to communicate.

Q.

Well, my purpose is not to contradict you, but to clarify my position; I am not tense, on the contrary, this is one of the most convenient moments in my life and, much more than deeply moved, I am almost “touched” every time I come here and feel that we are communicating, even though I need to grasp something more.

A. Q.

Again, you referred to the need of grasping personally the issue of the future. The point is to develop in our selves the intuition, isn’t?

M. S.


From one viewpoint, yes: there is a pole of intuitive reception; but also there is another pole that is equally or more significant than the first: the contact with the human aspect (the young man of the previous question could say, “let us take our hands, and look at our companion”). If we are able to oscillate between these two poles, we are going to understand the Phenomenon of the Future. In other words, the key to the phenomenon that we are living is the movement of life between these two poles, the oscillation between the human and the divine. Perhaps did you mean this in connection with “dancing”?... Something like Shiva’s dance?

Q.

I meant that in order put a stop to our tension, we have to live, and, at this point, please tell what makes the difference between living and living together. We not only live together in relation to our family, but also in relation to a lecture. And we should learn to live, as much  at work and during our breakfast, in the street as well... and still we do not know how!

M. S.
You notice a want of life, and a disconnection from life.

Q.

Do we possess instruments to grasp that current of life, or should we develop them?

A. I.

Those instruments are in all of us, but we should let them act.

A. I.


I feel that we do not live for want of spontaneity. Generally, people wake up in the morning and at once they condition their day according certain plan, and then by responding to this plan, spontaneity is absent. For instance, one goes to a relative but, since our vibrations respond to our respective plans, we neither see, nor observe, nor feel the plan. And since every one has his own plan, sometimes their plans do not coincide, and then disagreement and fight begin. But if we were spontaneous and, instead of living for those plans –which sometimes are fictitious– we lived for ourselves, being what each one is, feels, and thinks, and eager for understanding each other, then we would remain spontaneously in the current of life leading us toward a higher and higher understanding.

A. I.
The point is that by means of the word we express ideas and feelings that  we do not  feel, and then we believe that all is the product of a defensive attitude that every human being assumes in relation to others.

M. S.


You have sufficiently advanced by yourselves in your efforts to clear the way toward that communication that we all want to achieve. Now we leave all this until our next meeting.

4 Another interlocutor. Likewise in following chapters until the end of this book.


5 Another question. Likewise in following chapters of this book.





PAGE  
15

