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Friendly Relationships
I have in mind an idea of friendly relationships.  That is, I don’t expect that everyone would have the same idea, the same meaning, of those words.  It’s a concept.  One might mean a lot of different things, have different kinds of relationships, different kinds of understandings, in mind.  I, in particular, try to do something with, develop in some way, some kind of friendly relationships, as I see it, according to my own conception and motivation.  In line with this, I am attempting here, to explain what I have in mind, what I mean by “friendly relationships.”

At this point, for whatever reason, I do not care to be so very rigid, concise, logical, or scientific, in my approach.  The reader would have to adapt himself to this, take it as is, for what it is.  What this means is, that I’m just talking, in whatever order, that I might express the same idea in different ways, possibly not even realizing this, myself.  It would be up to the reader to get the idea, the overall picture, of my meaning.  That’s part of my meaning of friendly relationships, that it doesn’t quite work as a science. It’s all just people talking to one another, relating to one another, in the normal, everyday sense.  But intelligent people, who have some kind of human understanding of one another.  Thus, you might think of me more as someone talking to you, than as an author of a book, in order to adjust better to the book, get along with it better.  If you were having a friendly conversation with another person, you probably wouldn’t be so demanding, at least not in the same way, as you might with an author.  Thus, as I say, at this point, I just choose to be rather easy-going with this piece of writing, friendly more than technically exacting, in line with the subject under discussion.  Perhaps it is that I feel that I should let myself overwrite a little, rather than try to aim at specified points or a definition, in order to give a better idea of my meaning.  That seems to make sense in this case, too, because what we’re talking about is not simple or bounded.  It doesn’t really come to an end in a book.  It pervades all human experience.  One has to keep on thinking about it, considering it in the light of new experience, modifying one’s ideas to fit the experience.  Yet, even so, I suspect that my writing would tend to be more logical and to the point than you would find in many books, particularly novels.  I don’t intend to go to any extreme.  I’m just someone talking to you in a friendly way, trying to give you an idea of what I have in mind, while at the same time thinking about it and trying to understand it, myself.  It’s a flexible, humanistic kind of idea, such that each individual would put something of himself, his own unique individuality, into it.  

One point about friendly relationships as I see it is that the idea would always be made to fit reality, not the other way around.  Thus, I would not maintain, let us say, that one ought always to be as friendly as one can to everyone, regardless, and try to stick to that idea.  My basic principle would always be reality, the facts which are the basis of the truth of any idea.  If friendly relationships didn’t work and didn’t make sense in the face of reality, then I would give it up.  But the fact that you have to learn more about it all the time as you experience more, and see how it works in real experience, always modifying the idea to fit experience, would not indicate that it’s not a good idea or a relevant one.  In this case, I can see that it’s always essentially the same fundamental idea or concept at work, even though I might be learning more about it all the time.  It continues to make sense.  At the moment, then, I’m attempting to convey if I can, some idea of where I stand with it thus far, what it means to me thus far.  Apparently, I think it’s meaningful enough for me to write a book about.  Actually, in fact, I think that it may be the one most fundamental principle at work in human society.  But you can question that.  Maybe that’s getting a little carried away, trying to carry it too far.  From a practical point of view, it doesn’t matter just how fundamental it might be.  What’s important is what it means and what you are going to do with it.        
What I mean by friendly relationships, for one, is that it has to do with people as a whole, rather than specific issues or interests which may pertain to people.  I’m talking about people being interested and concerned about one another in the most general sense, whatever their interests or motivations might happen to be.  I want to say that the friendliness, or at least the initial attempt to be friendly, would be axiomatic, the basic principle in itself, not depending upon anything which might develop at a later stage in the relationship.  What might happen later, we don’t know.  Why would we want to be friendly to begin with?  Only because we believe in it as a principle of life, because we believe that it would be good for us, in our best interests, to try to be friendly, in general.  Not everyone believes this.  It does not go without saying.  It’s questionable.  That’s part of the point of my writing about it.  If it were self-evident and people generally followed such a principle, then there might not be much point in this book.  But such is simply not the case, not the fact in reality as it is.  It’s not so simple a question, the question of whether one ought to be friendly in general, in what way, or to whom.  Is it really in one’s own best interest to be so?  That’s what this book is about.  If you think that we all know all about it, that there’s not much to know or to be said about it, just trying to be friendly, not much to it, then there’s no point to my writing this book, and you wouldn’t have much reason to read it.  It’s up to you to decide what the fact of the matter is, about people and in the real world out there.  But one assumption which I’m making in this book, is that we don’t automatically know so much about friendliness, or what is good for us, that there is something to think about, learn about, experience, pertaining to it.  It’s a subject which is questionable in every way.  We don’t agree about it.  We don’t all have the same idea about it.  It’s controversial, or at least it would be controversial, if we attempted to get together on it, discuss it on a rational level.  

It occurs to me that one major point on which there is disagreement about friendliness, is the question of whether it should be based upon the individuals as a whole, everything all at once which might concern them, anything which they might be feeling or have on their minds, or should it rather be based upon a specific issue or concern, such as crime, poverty, sex, illness, sports, or music, for example.  In the first case, one might just say “hi” to anyone and get into a conversation, initially having no idea of where it would lead.  The latter point of view would bring individuals together, give them the possibility of becoming friendly, only in certain kinds of situations, such that to begin with they had reason to believe that they had something in common, a specific reason why they should have any communication between them, why they should have anything to do with one another, beyond the fact that they are humans living on the same planet.  Thus, for someone who held the latter viewpoint, if just anyone were to come up to him and try to be friendly, he might respond negatively.  For example, he might simply not understand the meaning of it, since he doesn’t know this person or seem to have anything to do with him.  He might be afraid, not knowing the other’s intentions in approaching him.  Perhaps it is that he just doesn’t believe it very likely that there is any point to the relationship, where there is no indication that there is any reason for it, purpose to it, anything in common.  People, in fact, respond in any number of different ways, when just anyone tries to approach them and to be friendly to them.  Some might simply believe that they have enough of friends, and are not looking for any further involvements.  Some appear to believe, or so they maintain, that the person who takes the former viewpoint about friendliness, one who would approach them and seem to attempt to be friendly to them, has something wrong about him, that he might be crazy, have criminal purposes, ulterior motives, or at best that he just doesn’t make sense.  Such beliefs or responses, though, I do not believe are so important, not the really difficult obstacle to the general, people-oriented approach.  This is clearly evident once you experience that many people are ready to try to be friendly to anyone, not necessarily a majority of people, but enough people to accomplish something with it, if, in fact, it had any purpose and anything worthwhile could be accomplished with it.  Thus, I find that the real obstacle to the people-oriented friendly approach, is that those who might be the friendliest, who believe more than most, that friendliness might be a good idea, in one’s best interest, even those don’t take it so seriously, would tend not to want to carry it too far, to the extent that it would have significant effects on the larger society.  Many people, though, would very easily get into friendly conversation, be at least a little friendly with people, in general, and get to know a few people whom they would regard as friends.  There are enough of all kinds of people, all kinds of viewpoints and approaches, friendly and otherwise, friendly in specific ways for specific purposes, as well as the general, people-oriented sort of friendliness.  The latter happens to be my own viewpoint, that which I’m considering and attempting to explain and further in my own life and in the society at large, if at all feasible.  The real obstacle, as I see it, at least the main obstacle, is not that many are opposed to it or don’t understand it.  The real obstacle is that I and those who are friendly to me and who might be friendly to me are not sure about it or skeptical.  It may, in fact, not be so good an idea, in the larger sense which I have in mind.  As it is, as I say, many people are friendly enough to one another and even to people in general.  There may be nothing more to be done with this than what already exists.  Perhaps there is good reason why there are problems which need to be approached specifically towards those kinds of problems or issues, which have nothing to do with people just saying “hi” to one another and being friendly, and getting into general, friendly conversation.  Thus, I’m considering the general, people-oriented approach to friendliness, and what might be done with it.  But so far, I admit I’m not overly confident in it.  It’s just an idea.  I respect opposing views.  Even unfriendliness or indifference as an attitude and approach to life may have something to be said for it.  I’m not so sure, myself.  I think it depends on the person, what is best for a specific individual, how each individual can manage best to get through his own life.  

Perhaps I have given you some idea of what I have in mind by friendliness and friendly relationships.  You see that there are quite a few people everywhere who seem to be friendly in that sense; not everyone, maybe not even most people, but still quite a few people throughout the world.  It may even be that the great majority of people are friendly to at least some people, those whom they see as being in their own group, ethnic, family, national, professional, or whatever, some group which they happen to identify with.  Perhaps, then, I should question why I would get the idea that just friendliness as such would accomplish so much, that I should actively and deliberately work at it, that I should write a book about it and try to further and promote it in some way.  Why would just getting people together, getting to know one another, socializing with no other specific object, have much meaning or point to it, beyond what you can see on the surface, what you know already exists?  We know that people can spend some time sitting around and talking about the weather, which is all right as far as it goes.  But doesn’t real work consist in doing something more definite and concrete, producing something of definite purpose or performing a service of definite value to someone?  Building a computer, a house, an automobile, for example; representing someone in a law case, teaching math or history, putting on an entertaining dramatic or musical performance, or athletic contest, it might be.  Anything, so long as it’s clear what it is and that it has real value to some people.  Many people are, in fact, skeptical about just getting together and being friendly with no other purpose in mind, seemingly with no real basis for it.  The question, then, is what is the purpose to it?  Why am I so interested in this kind of relationship?  Why don’t I devote more time to trying to accomplish something practical, instead, something which you could call work?                   

Even this, though, on second thought, doesn’t seem to quite hit upon just what the real problem, the real question, is.  There is social work.  There are people whose job it is to bring people together, such as dating services and organizations of friends.  Although many people might be skeptical, that’s not a real problem or obstacle, as I see it.  There actually are always some people who can appreciate the value of an idea, the potential of accomplishing something significant just on the basis of the idea of friendliness, itself, without further specification.  All that is required is just some people, those who have an understanding of the meaning of it, in order for it to have a chance to work.  Maybe, in fact, there is no real problem, no insurmountable obstacle, after all.  It’s just that in this book, I am attempting to put the idea into words, to see if I might get to more people in this manner.  It’s just an added approach, besides actually meeting and confronting people, which I do, with enough success to make me feel that, all in all, so far, there is hope, that the idea might make sense.  There are always some people who agree with one or more aspects of the idea, but who might still have a problem with it in other ways.  Thus here, I am attempting to convey the whole idea as I see it, to see if I can find people who might see it as I do enough to be able to work together.  

As you can begin to see, then, I want some idea of friendliness, according to my understanding of it, to work, to have significant effects on our lives and on the whole society, more so than just ordinary social life, or people just sitting around and being friendly enough, talking about the weather.  The basic reason for this goes back to what I want for myself, my own motivation with this idea.  I, myself, don’t really want to just be friendly and talk about the weather.  The friendliness involves everything else, all of life.  Of course, leisure, too, games, just having a good time, is as important as any other aspect of it.  But it also has to do with basic survival, getting and spending, sharing the planet’s resources, getting along with one another better, the kinds of things which have to do with politics and economics, and also religion.  But I’m looking at all of it from the point of view of friendliness and friendly relationships, as I see it.  

If the world, the society, is better, then we who are a part of it, are better off, have a chance of having better lives.  If anyone can do something towards this end, then that person, too, can enjoy the sense of accomplishment, as well as the regards of others stemming from valuable accomplishment.  But again, can friendliness, itself, really accomplish very much?  Well, that’s the whole idea before us.  I believe that it’s a possibility.  You see now, though, that when I say friendliness, I don’t mean only the most trivial kind of relationship.  I’m talking about all of life.  But I’m stressing friendliness as a basis, rather than politics, economics, even religion in the sense of any one religion.  I’m looking directly at my own experience and myself, thinking it out for myself, and concluding and deciding that friendliness, as I see it, is the one most fundamental principle.  

I’m taking something which exists in the real world as it is, namely friendly relationships between people, and attempting to develop this idea and this reality in some way which I have in view.  Everyone is different, at least in some respects.  Thus, the way they see friendliness and the way they relate to others, is bound to be at least somewhat different from one individual to another.  One’s ideas about friendliness would be somewhat different from one to another.  It’s not a scientific or technical or mathematical concept which we are talking about, upon which all would be in strict, uniform agreement.  Thus, what I’m talking about here is my own idea about it, my own motivations and way of relating to others, which, however, I would expect would also have meaning and importance to some other people.  I assume that I’m not altogether unlike others in every way, and this is born out in my experience.  Perhaps, then, I should explain just what I, in particular, have in mind by friendly relationships, and what I’m trying to accomplish.  Perhaps that would be more to the point, what all this is leading up to.  

I’m motivated by self-interest, apart from other people, before I get to know anyone else, have any concern or interest in anyone else.  I’m trying to get through my life as well as I can.  But I see that other people enter into my motivations, that I can’t escape that.  They enter at every turn, in every way imaginable.  They are my society.  They supply my needs, as well as my interest in life and motivations.  It then develops in my experience that the best way to get along with life, to get through life, is tied up with getting along with and relating to others.  I learn about this through trial and experience.  There is the question, though, of what works for me, what makes sense for me, as distinct from what works and makes sense for others.  The two are not always identical.  My whole idea of friendly relationships stems from what I see as being good for me, in my own self-interest, my own way of relating to other people, what I want from other people.  Some people are like me, more or less, in some respects.  Others are very different.  I may want to work towards certain goals or purposes along with people more like myself, who have similar aims and motivations, rather than with those who are very different from me, and have very different or opposing aims.  Yet this is not always the case; not necessarily.  It might depend on the circumstances and on specifically what we’re talking about.    

To me, what I have in mind, that is, what I do, in fact, or at least try to do, is to try to be friendly to people, and also to promote the idea of friendliness, the idea as I see it, that is.  

The starting point in this friendly relationship is to talk to people, usually not about anything special since we don’t know each other to begin with.  But what is most important at this point, is whether the other person responds in a friendly manner, whether he has any interest in socializing with me, whether he feels friendly, unfriendly, or indifferent.  I’m taking the viewpoint that I wish to be friendly to those around me, generally, rather than unfriendly or indifferent.  I take this viewpoint because I believe that it’s a good idea, in my own self-interest, and then I have the idea that it might work because there might be many others like myself in this respect, who also might find it in their interest to be friendly.  I find, in fact, too, that, in my experience, it actually does work this way, up to a point, but well enough to satisfy me that the idea makes sense so far.  

At this point, I have no specific aim with the person I’m talking to, apart from just socializing, being friendly, getting to know people, developing relationships, which relationships depend upon the specific individuals involved, have an aspect of the unexpected and unpredictable.  Thus, the actuality and the details are not the same as the idea, the general concept.  But a concept is important, nevertheless, as a guideline, without which one would have no indication of where one is headed, how to make decisions, what to do.  If you want to be friendly, that, itself, does very definitely tell you something of great significance.  There is a great difference between trying to be friendly and aiming at doing harm, or not making any effort to relate to others.  It makes a difference in the sense of how one gets through life, how one passes the time allotted in this life.  That’s what I care about, as I say, how I get through my life.  

The actuality, on the other hand, tends to be complex, seeming to some to contradict or to be at odds with the basic idea.   Someone might seem to be friendly but turn out not to be so, or someone who at first appears to be indifferent or hostile, might turn out to be genuinely one of the friendlier people.  People might change unexpectedly.  I, myself, in fact, don’t guarantee anything about myself.  I might change at any moment, as well as I allow others to do.  The idea is not based upon guarantees.  It’s based on what you already have and know in your experience.  I realize that people are complex and unpredictable.  I’m prepared for anything.  That’s included in the idea.  But I act on the basis of what appears to be the case so far, at any given moment.  Others can change.  I, too, can change accordingly.  That’s all a part of life.  The idea, as I see it, is meant to be realistic, to apply to real life, not to be an ideal.  It is meant to be modified to fit the reality.  

Thus, in other words, if, in general, people seemed to me to be basically unfriendly, that would discourage me as to the whole idea.  If people were overwhelmingly unfriendly, the idea would be unworkable, unrealistic.  But if people might seem to be friendly, unfriendly, or indifferent, sometimes, for some reasons, depending on circumstances, in that case, you can’t tell so easily.  Maybe the idea has possibilities.  It also, of course, depends on you, whether you would prefer to be friendly, your feelings and motivations, stemming from what lies inside you, your nature.  I feel that I would prefer to be friendly, and the outer reality seems to me to allow it and to be amenable to friendliness, which two factors combined, encourage me to try it.   Trying it, also, I find that I’m encouraged by the results.  Yet, on the other hand, I don’t mean to say that the results are exactly overwhelming on one side.  It’s only that for me thus far, it seems to be the best choice for getting through my life.  It may not be the same for everyone.  

Whatever I say, I am aware that there are all kinds of people out there, each of whom would take it in his own way, according to the meaning it has to him.  Many people believe that the world is not so friendly, and that therefore it would be impossible to accomplish much through friendliness.  They are skeptical about any such idea.  I think, though, that there are also quite a few who might not object to furthering the idea of friendliness, who might even claim to be doing so, themselves, in their own lives, but who would question just what is my own idea of friendliness, whether it has anything to do with their conception of it, and whether I and whatever I’m doing or trying to do, has anything to do with them.  

In other words, there are different kinds of objections people might have, to the idea as I put it, and to whatever it is that I might be attempting to promote, further, or accomplish, in the way of friendliness.  

I am led, at this point, to want to clarify, specify a little more, as to just what my idea of friendliness might be, as distinct from the conceptions of others.  So far, you probably don’t have a very clear idea as to just what I, personally, have in mind.  I’m not, though, primarily concerned with answering objections with arguments for the purpose of winning people over.  The opposing side, in fact, may well be right for many people, in their own best interests to disagree with or to oppose me.  I wouldn’t want to win people over to agreeing with me against their own natures and their own best interests, since I believe that self-interest is the basic principle to follow.  I feel confident that those who clearly disagree with me know what’s best for them and are right for themselves in their objections.  There’s no contradiction in this, that those opposed to one another are each right for themselves, doing what’s best for them, acting in their own self-interest as they understand it.  My main purpose in explaining myself, in communicating, in answering objections, is actually more to get to and to find those who are inclined to agree with me and to want to work with me towards a common purpose.  I want to explain myself mainly for the benefit of those who would most readily agree and be inclined towards being friendly to me.  I need to communicate in order to see whether we are of like minds, and whether we might be friendly to one another.  

What do I mean by “friendliness,” or “friendly relationships?”  

I mean by it, for one, a certain attitude, intention, viewpoint, and state of mind, not a specific action or kind of behavior.  Thus, no matter what you do, that itself does not prove whether you are friendly, although it often does give a reasonable indication, depending on the circumstances.  But the meaning of it, the definition, would not be the action, but rather the motivation behind the action, friendly, unfriendly, or indifferent.  “Friendly” means that you wish the other person well, that you favor and desire his general welfare and best interests, and that you would want to be helpful to him, not to do him harm.  As I say this, though, I realize that you could become very intellectual with it, criticize and question every aspect of it.  If I’m not clear, crystal clear, intellectually, as to the precise meaning of what I’m saying, isn’t that a serious problem?  Odd as it may seem to some, not necessarily.  Once you become very intellectual about life, beyond a certain reasonable degree of abstraction and specificity, you can never conclude or decide about anything.  You reach a point of diminishing returns.  But my aim, as I say, is to get through life as well as I can, and find people who would most readily agree with me in a lot of essentials, and be friendly to me, not to get into a complex intellectual discussion or argument, which would arrive nowhere and serve no good purpose.  Thus, “friendliness” simply means that your intentions are favorable to the other person, that you wish him no harm.  You would want to be helpful to him if you could, apart from other valid considerations to the contrary, which might make doing so difficult.  It means that you have good intentions towards others, generally, that you mean well.  When it comes to making decisions as to what to do in actual situations, it could become complex as to how it applies.  Assuming I’m friendly and that I mean well, what do I do in this or that situation, under these or other circumstances?  Thus, you might believe that I’m not saying much to the point, when I talk about the idea of friendliness in such general terms, without giving any indication of how it applies.  Perhaps everyone means well and is well-intentioned in his own way.  One might not be able to be helpful to anyone else after all, if doing so prevents him from doing what is best for oneself.  Or, good for some people might contradict what is good for others, according to some perception of the real world as it is.  

Here, as always, there is a need to fit the idea to reality.  I mean to say that having good intentions is an important aspect of friendliness, without which there wouldn’t be any friendliness.  But there needs to be a little more, something added, in order to overcome certain possible objections.  The problem comes down to the question of whom you are friendly to, which people.  You might have to give consideration to some people in preference to others.  Sometimes there are conflicting interests.  But you would still be friendly to everyone, apart from valid reasons to the contrary.  Even though you might give preference to some in some particulars, you would still have friendly intentions and wishes towards others in general.  You might still be open to friendly conversation with almost anyone.  If you were not friendly towards someone, there would be a good reason behind it, based on something about that person in particular.  

I have in mind, though, a certain problem, or question, with regard to my meaning of “friendliness.”  It concerns those who seem to be friendly, even according to my meaning, but whose friendliness extends absolutely and inflexibly to only some individuals, or class of individuals.  For the time, I will give them the benefit of the doubt, that they are genuinely friendly to those specified individuals.  We can suppose that is the case, for the sake of explaining my meaning, or definition, if you will.  They might be totally indifferent to anyone outside their own group, or they might even aim at destroying outsiders, whom they see as an interference or obstruction to their own interests and to those of their friends, the in-group, whatever it might happen to be, a gang, circle of friends, family, mafia, racial, ethnic, national, religious, whatever.  The idea is, that they are not friendly to people in general.  The outsider may have nothing against him as an individual.  He’s a human being.  They don’t know anything about him as an individual, although they may believe they do.  They only know that he is not one of their own, and that’s enough for them.  That’s what’s important to them.  The question, then, is, how does such a case fit with my meaning of “friendliness?”  They are friendly but not to all people.  They have absolutely no friendly regard for anyone outside their own group.  But is this still friendliness, according to my meaning?          

No.  According to my meaning, such people are not friendly.  That’s simply not my idea of friendliness.  It does not fall into my definition because it’s not what I wish to further or promote in my own interests.  “Friendly,” then, to me, means friendly to people in general, allowing that there might be good reasons to be unfriendly to someone, based on something about the specific individual.  This just means that I am trying to get along with people in general, the people all around me, living on the planet, working together, not just one restricted group, or just myself, alone.    

Some weeks have passed, and I don’t know exactly what I’ve said thus far, although I believe that I have the general idea.  I don’t care to take time to read it over at the moment.  I believe, though, that I have been trying to explain myself as an idea, apart from myself as a person, as an objective idea that might apply to anyone as well.  However, any idea about friendliness would have to vary greatly in application, according to the people involved.  A relatively simplistic idea such as this could not encompass any one real person.  Perhaps, then, I should bring myself into the discussion, in order to convey a better idea of my actual meaning, aim, motivation, intentions.  The idea, in fact, as I see it, is inextricably tied to me, personally.  It has to do with what I do and whatever I might be attempting to do, as well as getting involved with others and working on it with them.  It’s not supposed to be just an abstract idea in a book.  

I’m a person, of course, Lloyd, who happens at the moment to be writing a book about certain philosophical ideas pertaining to the subject of friendly relationships between people.  I also, it happens, meet people and get to know some people on a friendly basis.  The two are connected.  The experience of real people is, of course, essential, for me to understand what I’m writing about, for it to have any real meaning or potential application.  The reverse, though, also might apply.  The book might be helpful with the relationships, in the sense that it’s a communication, a way of talking, initiating a discussion, potentially a common interest.  

Yet, the thought which I have been having as of late, is that the book may not be so important, even to the extent that I might drop it altogether.  The reality, meeting real people in the real world is what is essential.  But, as you see, I find myself engaged in writing this book, one which I project to be brief and to the point, with the idea that I might have some people whom I know, read it, and which might serve as a partial explanation of what I have in mind.  In other words, the book would be a part of the relationships, along with everything else about the people involved and their circumstances.  Some people are interested in books, ideas, and philosophy and I would want to know some people who might see the ideas somewhat the way I do, who might aid me in furthering them, developing them in practice in the real world.  Yet as I say, the book may not be necessary, although it might be helpful in some ways, to an extent.  

I’m talking about “friendliness,” in the ordinary, everyday sense of the word.  Thus, you know what I’m talking about, what I mean, what I’m referring to.  This isn’t meant to be a dictionary.  It’s just that the ordinary meaning will expand into a more specific meaning, just what it is which I have in mind, in the context of this book.  It will expand further in the actual meetings and relationships between people.  

Again, then, I’m a person, Lloyd, one person, who happens to have certain ideas, which ideas can change and develop in time, and which ideas, I am attempting to explain in this book at the moment.  I also sometimes try to explain them in personal confrontation with people.  When I meet people, though, and become friendly with them, that is the essential application of the idea, that is what I am talking about.  One question, though, is, how is it that a philosophical idea would be inextricably tied to me, personally.  Is it, perhaps, too self-centered to be of general interest?  

From the point of view of an abstract philosophical discussion, it may be too self-centered, not for the best.  This, though, is not meant to be an abstract discussion.  Rather, it represents my own personal efforts to get through my own life, and it is part of those efforts.  

Let me try to put it this way:  I’m a person who tries, like so many others, to make friends.  I’m a unique individual, the same as any other individual.  Thus, my particular friends, the kinds of relationships, and the effects on society of myself and those relationships, would necessarily be not quite the same for any other person.  Often, in fact, it would be drastically different for different people.  Thus, there is no way one can reasonably talk about the value or the effects of friendliness in general, apart from the specific individuals involved.  This has to do with me, in particular, because I am myself, the one who is addressing you at this moment, the author of this book.  It’s not meant to be a comment about others, apart from myself, whom I know nothing of, who are friendly in ways of their own.  In that sense, it may not be exactly the same as a general philosophy, unless, at some future time, others can generalize it as such.  But for me at this time, it is my way of trying to make friends and getting through my own life.  The book is one possible way for some people to relate to me, those who might see something of particular interest or meaning to themselves.  

The nature of the friendliness which I have in mind is such that any number of people might be friendly to one another in that sense.  It doesn’t require any degree of closeness, intimacy, or exclusiveness.  It is, essentially, the way people sometimes meet by chance and have some friendly conversation, that sort of thing.  Yet what I have in mind is not exactly that alone, since it requires more, namely that it has to be genuine and meaningful.  Perhaps I might put it that it is that ordinary, everyday sort of friendliness, but I mean it only in the best sense.  If you believe that it’s not so important or meaningful, then I would say that you don’t quite grasp my meaning.  

I mean it as an approach to life.  Thus, for example, from the point of view of   relationships, regardless of the kind of relationship which might be of interest, the general, casual kind of friendliness which I’m talking about would still be the approach.  You get along with people in general, all around you, by trying to be friendly, and in that way, you would find that some of those people fit into certain special kinds of relationships.  This is in contrast to a dating service, for example, through which one attempts to find the one right person, where there is no interest in anyone other than that one right person by himself.  I take the viewpoint that the relationships and whatever else might be of interest, are all interconnected, so that it is most important how one gets along within the society at large, with people in general.  Where there is an interest in making money, for example, or in material goods or services, I would say the same.  Whatever might be of interest in life, my approach would be through friendliness with people in general, wanting both to receive the benefits and the value of others, and to be of value to others, which is the nature of friendly relationships.  It’s just that in this approach to life, one cannot take it upon oneself, with no basis in the relationship, to aim at some particular person for some particular aim or purpose of one’s own.  Others, and in fact the whole society, have to be considered.  That’s just the way it is.  It’s the reality.  Thus, I want to do what is best for my own self-interest, but this proves, in fact, to be inextricably tied to the interests of others and the whole society.  An intimate, exclusive kind of relationship, then, I don’t reject, either for myself or others.  But I would approach it in a friendly manner, friendly to the world at large.  Wherever you go, your relationship to the world at large is always there.  It’s the reality which you always have to deal with.  In other words, if people all around you are killing each other, you are caught in the middle of it.  You can’t escape it.  In any case, friendly relationships as I’m trying to explain here, represents an approach to life and all its problems, an alternative.  It involves working at it, thinking about it, trying to develop and extend it.  

This brings me to an important aspect of this whole idea, of the kind of friendliness which I’m talking about.  It is the aspect of promoting the idea, the philosophy if you will, and extending it to many people, so that it would have significant effects on the whole society.  

Certainly one might take the idea, as I’ve expressed it thus far, and follow it in a practical way, but with no intention of extending it beyond a small circle of personal friends, and with no interest in significantly affecting the society or the world at large.  I don’t see anything necessarily wrong or objectionable about this.  But for whatever reason, I, myself, happen to be motivated to extend it to the overall society.  That’s just a part of my motivations and what I have in mind by friendly relationships.  That’s simply an important aspect of what I’m talking about.  I believe, in fact, that if the friendliness is too restricted, that would greatly limit its potential value to me or to any one individual.  One reason for this is that the well-being of any one person depends on the nature and state of the whole society.  Another reason is that people want to have a sense of achievement in their lives, and achievement is tied up with the world beyond oneself, having effects on the whole society and future generations.  

The idea is good in the first place, because it is helpful and beneficial to individuals in their own lives.  It follows, then, that one would want to extend it to the whole society, and that doing so would enhance the value to individuals within that society and affected by it.  Evidently, in other words, one would not want to extend or promote anything, if it had no value to begin with.  Let me say, also, that the value to any one person would not depend upon any large effects on the whole society.  I do not mean that I am waiting for the world to be transformed and that only then would the value of my life be realized.  I wouldn’t want anyone to get the idea that one is supposed to wait for the world to change in any way, that that is what the aim is.  My aim is just to get through my life as well as I can.  Along the way, I have in some corner of my mind that I’m having effects on the world around me, and that aspect of it is part of what’s going on and part of the interest.  But I don’t know what the final result would be, or care about any such.  For myself, I live day to day, and that’s all that concerns me.  Let me put it this way.  I might think, at the moment, that I’m changing the world, and that thought might give me some satisfaction, and it might have a degree of truth, more or less, and it might affect my decisions and actions.  But this doesn’t mean that I’m waiting for the world to change, or that I care whether or not it does change.  I’m only concerned with how it affects me at the moment.  The benefit to me and to anyone is meant to be immediate.  There is no goal which one needs to arrive at, at some future time.  If whatever it is I’m talking about, is not a good idea right off, not in one’s best interest now, among the alternatives, then I would say forget about it.  It’s probably not right for that individual.                  

This whole idea, an idea of friendliness, or friendly relationships, is, perhaps, a simple idea, one which might be stated simply and briefly for the purpose of being understood well enough for the purpose.  I have in mind that I would like to try to state it very briefly, so that we might have the whole idea before us in a nutshell, a sort of summary of it.  Then I have in mind that I would give a number of objections or criticisms of it, those which I have come across with some frequency and regularity, and attempt to answer those objections or criticisms.  

I state the idea, then, as follows: Try to be friendly to people around you, generally, in the ordinary sense, according to your own understanding of it.  But as the relationship depends upon the responses you receive from others, you should not push any relationship according to your own idea.  You should give way to the reality of other people, which means many different kinds of people, even though many may not be so friendly to you, and that may be as it should be and as it is meant to be.  Always be realistic.  But the idea is realistic, because you find some friends among the many.  That’s all you desire and all you expect.  The idea is good if you are better off that way than some other way.  Life may not be so great anyway.  You might not be very happy.  An idea is good and beneficial if you are better off that way than any other.  It’s a choice among the alternatives.  Also, since you try to be friendly to people, generally, not just to one or two, or to a restricted group, you would thereby be promoting and extending the idea to the larger society, more or less.  But now you have to recognize one important hitch to the whole idea.  It is that the idea is not necessarily the same for different people.  Thus, if I say that I want to be your friend, it would not mean the same as another person wanting to be your friend.  Clearly, you can’t just substitute one person for another, and say that it’s all the same.  Thus, in this book, the whole idea of friendliness as it is presented in this book, has to do with me, the author of the book.  I have in mind friendly relationships involving myself.  Someone else might present himself in the same or similar fashion in a book, even in this very book.  That person may be all right.  I have no criticism.  But it wouldn’t be the same.  I can speak for myself only, as the other person, too, can speak for himself only.  In other words, you probably can’t represent human relationships entirely in the form of a book.  A book, by itself, doesn’t prove what any actual relationship would develop, or what it would be like.  It’s only a way for me to present myself, or introduce myself, to some people.  It might give some people an idea about me, about my way of thought.  That’s the way relationships work, a step at a time.  

What now, are the objections or criticisms, which I have come across, of this whole idea as presented?  Actually, though, I may have succeeded in overcoming them to an extent already, from the point of view of at least some people, by my explanations in this book, which hopefully makes it clearer than I have done in the past, in the course of spontaneous confrontations.  That’s one advantage of a book for some purposes; that it is a way of giving full, clear explanations which you might not always be prepared to do in ordinary conversation, on the spur of the moment.  In any case, let me see if I can recount those objections and answer them directly.  

1. Unrealistic, because people are not friendly by nature, or because they have been brainwashed by society.

2. I’m already friendly to many people.  This idea is not really saying anything new or accomplishing anything.

3. Friendliness, itself, doesn’t mean that much or accomplish that much.  It’s just talk, not what people really want most.  It doesn’t solve the real problems.

4. The church already takes care of that.  You should join a church, or some organization of friends.  Such organizations exist, which advocate what you are saying.

5. What the world needs is more of science, not ordinary friendliness, which you have between morons.  The world should listen more to and follow the scientists, whose specialized scientific knowledge and intelligence points the way to a better world and a better life.  

6. One has room, in the way of time and resources, to be friendly in a meaningful sense, to only a limited number of people.  Thus, to be friendly to people in general, as you put it, doesn’t really mean very much.  

I will answer these objections, but in no particular predetermined order.  

I think that those who offer the first objection tend to have a somewhat distorted, extremist view of reality.  They might tend to be a little paranoid.  In the ordinary, everyday sense which I mean, many people are friendly enough, want to be friendly, or have the possibility of being friendly.  Everyone is not always out to harm other people.  Many people just want to get along with people.  They often express themselves in a friendly way, and the evidence is that often it is genuine.  I don’t want to go to one extreme or the other.  I’m just looking at the reality as it is.  

I mention objection 5, because I met one person who had that viewpoint, only one.  I would say it’s also a narrow, distorted viewpoint.  I don’t think that a great proportion of people have so extreme a viewpoint as that one odd individual.  He devoted himself to studying science on his own.  He evidently thought very highly of science.  He respected scientists.  But I have no evidence that he knew so much about it or had any exceptional understanding of the meaning of science or its place in society.  Nothing else, in fact, had any interest to him, not music, art, literature, or social life.  I don’t think that Einstein, for example, had a viewpoint anything like his, although he, himself, maintained the contrary.  I think that he was an extreme, an oddity, although probably there are many who have a similar leaning as he, to some degree.  

I am not, at this time, interested in becoming a member of a church, synagogue, mosque, or any other existing organization.  I have no comment or criticism of any such.  I’m on my own, doing something on my own.  Sometimes, when someone meets another person face to face, he has a tendency to assume that person cannot accomplish much on his own, his own way.  Success means an existing establishment, one that is already established, doing what is already being done, or in a way in which it is already being done.  I acknowledge that this book, itself, doesn’t prove anything, as far as what might be accomplished in practice.  But I have answered the objection.  My answer is simply that, for better or worse, I am not interested in becoming a member of any existing group or organization.  I choose to do something on my own, my own way, which would involve others who would want the same.  That’s, of course, apart from the question of the value of it, or the likelihood of success, which is another question.      

You have room in your life for just so many friends.  You can’t be friendly, in a meaningful, practical way, to millions of people the world over.  That’s true.  I don’t expect to get to know so many people individually and spend time socializing with each of them.  That’s not my meaning.  To begin with, by friendliness, I mean an idea, an attitude, a motivation, something in the mind.  I try to apply myself to it in a way that is realistic.  To different people, it would probably have to work a little differently.  But when I apply myself as well as I can, according to my judgment and understanding, I am satisfied that I am friendly to people in general.  I actually get to know some people, some more than others, some in my vicinity, or in some cases on the telephone with relatives or with friends from the past.  That’s all I mean by it.  I try to apply myself to it.  I am open to friendliness with people around me generally.  I want to promote the point of view.  Thus, if I try to make friendly conversation with just anyone, someone I don’t know, that would be only reasonable and natural, according to this point of view.  The idea that it is wrong in principle or crazy is an opposing point of view.  I am attempting to express, live and act according to, some idea of friendliness, and to promote and extend this idea.  To answer objection 6, this would not necessarily entail my personal involvement with an enormous, impossible number of people.  I would, though, it happens, like to know quite a few people, and I find that in the way of the friendly, undemanding kind of relationship which I have in mind, it’s realistic to know quite a few in some way, more than just a handful.  Thus, numbers are important, in order to connect with and to affect, the whole society, but I don’t have in mind enormous, astronomical, impossible numbers of people actually getting together and socializing.  

You are already friendly to many people.  That’s fine.  But that in no way indicates that I’m not saying anything or accomplishing anything new.  Any other person being friendly would be a new accomplishment, because it involves a different person.  In my own case, I happen to be writing a book about it and expressing it as a philosophy.  That, itself, makes it unique in some way, besides the fact that my being a different person also makes it unique.  As you are friendly to so many people, you may or may not have room for me in your life.  But my answer to objection 2 is that we are each doing something, accomplishing something meaningful.  As you say, friendliness is already there.  But if we all took the viewpoint that, since it already exists, there is no meaning or purpose to my doing anything new, then it would cease to exist.  It would no longer be there.  You are friendly to many people, as you say.  I, like you, am also trying to be friendly to many people, in my own fashion, according to my own nature.  

According to objection 3, you can’t do that much with friendliness by itself.  It’s a relatively small thing, not on a par with the important problems confronting people in their lives and society.  Of course, I haven’t made any specific claims, as far as what or how much I’m trying to accomplish by it.  As I say, I’m doing the best I can to get through my own life as well as I can, for myself, and I find that friendliness is helpful to me, that it is the best choice for me among the alternatives.  But at the same time, I tend to believe that it has a lot to do with the big problems.  I don’t agree with this objection at all.  My opinion is, that friendliness is what the problem really is.  That’s what is needed most, the essence of it.  It’s connected with, and affects, everything else.  But I don’t need to make any definite claims.  I just do the best I can with it.  I try to win others over to it and to myself, on the basis of the immediate benefits in one’s own life, not on any supposed long-range solutions to the problems of the world.  In answer to objection 3, I would say that you might well be right for yourself, in that friendliness might not mean that much to you, but that it means more to at least some people, including myself.  

It occurs to me that I might, at this point, attempt to make this idea of friendliness, a little more concrete, as far as what, actually, are people expected to do if they are friendly.  I say in the ordinary sense.  But what does that mean in actuality?  

I mean by it friendly communication, conversation, verbal communication, people getting together and socializing with one another, taking an interest in one another.  The specific details and where this might lead apart from just talk would depend upon the individuals involved and circumstances.  But the friendliness, itself, means communication, primarily verbal communication, by which people get friendly to one another, put themselves into friendly relationships to one another.  Again, I am aware that this is only an idea.  It doesn’t indicate that it would work in practice as one might wish.  For one, though, I believe that it is better, on the whole, to attempt to be friendly, to work at the relationships, rather than to just mind your own business, without having any kind of friendly understanding.  If you work at it, rather than just be passive, you have some measure of control over it.  You can affect the relationships and make them go the way you want them to.  Passivity means that you accept the relationships as they are given to you without having any say or any effect on them.  In my experience, passivity, minding your own business, means that unfriendliness, which leads to crime and war, will get the upper hand.  Perhaps I might draw an analogy in gun-control.  

The guns correspond to friendliness, talking to other people, getting to know them, socializing.  My point of view is that I am against gun-control.  I want to be able to have a gun, to be able to freely socialize, for my own self-protection, and in my own self-interest, generally.  Gun-control would mean that I would have difficulty getting a gun, that probably I wouldn’t even attempt to get one, but that those who would use it for criminal and immoral purposes, those would be the most likely to find ways to get guns.  How did the police get guns in the first place?  Not by saying that the moral thing is to control themselves and not get guns.  Now that they have guns, they want to control others.  I’m going back to basics, to the beginnings.  The choice which I have is whether to get a gun, myself, to have some control, or to be passive.  In my own case, I’m not really interested in owning a gun, myself, but in having some control and effect through human relationships.  As with guns, minding my own business would mean that the kinds of relationships which would develop and gain the upper hand in society, would not be to my liking, not friendliness as I see it.  Yet I, myself, am in those relationships, whether I like it or not, because I am living on the planet, among other people.  Where others put me, what they say about me, that is what has effect, because I do nothing, myself, to counteract it.  Others have the guns.  They do the talking.  They establish what the understanding is, what the relationships are.  By working at friendly relationships, I believe that I can have some measure of control over what is happening.  I believe that these relationships are highly significant, a determining factor in the society, the world at large, as well as in our personal lives.  

Possibly, I can give some idea of how friendliness, as I see it, might apply in certain kinds of situations, circumstances, or to certain categories of people.  In other words, if I were friendly, how would I act towards and relate to, certain categories of individuals, specifically those who would present certain kinds of problems and difficulties, which, in turn, also represent the problems of the society?  How does one relate to a murderer, rapist, or robber?  How do the rich relate to the poor and homeless, and vice-versa?  How does one relate to people who have serious health problems, physical and mental?  How do people of different ethnicities relate to one another?  What do people with very different interests have to do with one another?  The question is, if I were friendly to people generally, according to my understanding of it, how would it work with these different categories of people?  Can I, perhaps, give some idea of what I might do in situations of these different kinds?  

Consider these categories, then:  

1. Those with serious illnesses or disabilities.

2. Those of different color or ethnicity.

3. Different economic classes, i.e. wealthy, middle-income, low-income, homeless.

4. Criminals.

5. Men, women, those of different sexual orientations.

6. Those having different interests, in the way of career, business, recreation, hobbies.

The question, then, is, in the face of these differences, how can people be truly friendly?  Don’t these differences create difficulties and obstacles in the way of friendliness?  How can people be friendly, generally, if there are so many different kinds and classes of people, whose differences make it difficult, troublesome, uncomfortable, or impossible?

First, I don’t mean to suggest that, due to all or any of these differences between individuals, such different classes or kinds of people either do not wish to or cannot, associate with one another on a friendly basis.  There are always such people who do so.  Again, it seems to be a case of saying that people are already friendly.  But I’m not arguing about that.  The point is, these differences between people do block friendliness on an equal basis, for quite a few people, and therefore might have something to do with the conflicts and the problems which people experience, and which pervade and affect the whole society.  This book is not necessarily designed for or meant for the most enlightened people in the world, who may, in themselves, see no problem being friendly to anyone.  But what is the meaning of being friendly to someone, when that someone does not respond in kind?  The difficulties are there, in the society, and therefore I find it worthwhile to point them out, and attempt to see how they might be overcome; how, that is, people might be truly friendly despite these differences, how the idea might be expected to work, despite these seeming obstacles and contradictions.  In other words, the supposedly enlightened people don’t necessarily accomplish so much in the way of having real, practical effects on the society.  But allow me to proceed.  My main reason, the main purpose, actually, of my enumerating these specific differences between people, is to make clearer what I mean by friendliness; that is, by talking about it as it applies in these circumstances, I feel that I can further convey and elucidate the nature of what I have in mind.  It’s simply a way of further explaining my meaning, telling you what I mean by friendliness.  

Upon considering these differences, it seems to me that, from a practical point of view, they break up into three essentially different kinds, different in the way in which I would view them and approach them, namely: 

A. Reasons why some people don’t want to be friendly and don’t choose to be so, based only on their way of thinking.  

B. Good reasons for not being friendly, as towards those who are unfriendly, themselves, making a friendly relationship impossible.  

C. Real differences between people, which create genuine difficulties, even between people who feel friendly and want to be friendly, difficulties which might be troublesome, but which are not insurmountable and have to be worked at.

My approach is that I would want to try to be friendly in the face of the third kind of difference, not the other two.  I’m not trying to be friendly to just anyone and everyone.  I will clarify this by looking at the specific cases.  

I am looking, then, at six different categories, but at the same time, I am also considering a grouping into three categories of another kind.  Thus, theoretically, for mathematicians, there might be as many as eighteen combinations to be considered, although in actuality, only some may have any real existence or importance.  

Consider the criminal, let’s say.  What I have in mind, though, are those who are truly criminals, not those who are accused or convicted.  In my own personal relationships, I don’t accept a conviction as final, or as to be equated with truth.  A conviction is decided by only a few people, not by me, and these people do not have any special qualifications to decide.  But all this is beside the point.  This book is not about how we determine the truth.  I do the best I can, using my own judgment.  I make mistakes and change my mind about people.  It’s relative, of course.  I’m flexible.  I don’t say you’re a criminal or not, one or the other.  I don’t think in absolutes.  I give the so-called criminal every benefit of the doubt.  But I don’t want to go to the extreme.  The only thing good about a criminal is the extent to which he is not really a criminal.  Thus, the main point I wish to make about the criminal category, is, that a real criminal, in the worst sense, is an unfriendly person, one who does harm to innocent people, without justification.  My idea of friendliness is in my own self-interest, and therefore there may be good reason not to try to be friendly to criminals, for my own self-protection.  My approach does not involve trying to be friendly to each and every person.  That is simply not my meaning of being friendly, generally.  I don’t persist in trying to be friendly to those who are bent on being unfriendly and doing harm, which is an impossible relationship.  My approach is not to argue with people and try to change them.  The people I want to know most are those who are already inclined to seeing it my way, those whom I can most readily be friendly with.  This, though, may not seem likely to accomplish very much, in the sense of changing very much in the society, just being friendly to those who are already the friendliest.  They are the friendliest in themselves, though, not always together as a group, not as affective as they might be on a larger scale.  I believe they have potential to be affective in the larger society, potential as of yet not actualized.  Again then, my approach, my idea of friendliness, whatever I’m attempting to do or to accomplish, would not primarily involve associating in any way, with real criminals, those who choose to be unfriendly and to do harm.  I want to be friendly, on an equal basis, to those who want the same.  Who is a real criminal, though?  That’s another question, and one which is important to me, although beyond the scope of this book.  I’m not impressed by labels.  I want the truth.  But a real criminal, one who has done terrible, irrevocable deeds, or one who is bent on doing the same, I feel it beyond my capacity to do anything with or about such individuals, directly.  My hope and my aim is that friendly people, not criminals, have better control of the society, so that criminals would have to conform, not the other way around.  

Thus, I would place the criminal category together with type B: 4B.  This means that there are good reasons for not being friendly to a criminal.  My approach is that I would try to be friendly to those who want, also, to be friendly, not those who intend to harm others without just cause, and to disrupt the society.

Similarly, I juxtapose the other categories, as a way of explaining myself, from a practical point of view, rather than as an objective representation.  Relatively speaking, to me, as I shall explain, certain categories belong together, according to reality as I experience it, as follows: 4B, 2A, 5A, 6A, 1C, 3C.  

Thus, for example, consider ethnicity and skin-color.  I mean to say that the difficulty in the way of friendliness here, in cases where there is any difficulty arising from a difference in ethnicity or skin-color, is in the mind, based primarily or wholly on one’s thinking, ideas, or beliefs.  I distinguish that from let’s say, for example, a difference in wealth or income, which is a reality outside the mind.  If you have so much money, that is significant, apart from what you or anyone else believes.  Practically everyone accepts the value and legitimacy of currency.  Thus, it makes a real, practical difference.  

As I have mentioned, each of the eighteen different combinations may have some reality, although I don’t consider most relevant to my approach.  

In my approach, the cases which concern me are 1C and 3C.  This means that there are real differences between people, due to differences in health or disability, income or wealth, which can cause difficulty in the relationships, even though the individuals involved want to be friendly.  

In the case of real criminals, 4B, I feel that there is nothing I can do about them, directly, in the way of trying to argue with them or persuade them, or relate to them in any way.  They need to be confronted with something new, which would not be of their own doing.  They are criminals, unfriendly people.  That’s their reaction to society as it is.  That may be just the way they are.  Change is not up to them and cannot be expected of them.  

This leaves 2A, 5A, 6A.  As in the case of B, I feel myself incapable of arguing or persuading anyone out of his beliefs or ideas.  In these cases, we’re talking about people who do not want to be friendly to those of a specific race, ethnicity, color, sex, sexual orientation, interest, hobby, or career.  In other words, where I do not perceive any actual problem, other than in the mind, in one’s beliefs and ideas, where many people having these kinds of differences, have no problem with it.  

Let me clear up any possible confusion as to my meaning here.  There are big problems which seem to have to do with race or color.  I mean to say that if some people are unfriendly on that basis, I would not try to aim at those people and try to persuade them to be friendly.  The approach would be that those who already want to be friendly should do more, extend their own social life and thereby influence the whole society.  Thus, people of different races should be friendly because they want to be friendly generally, with the emphasis on friendliness, not the racial issue.  Friendliness, itself, in fact, is where the real problem is, the core of the problem, not race.  Racial conflict or disturbance, inner or outer, is only one of many manifestations.     

Some might disagree.  You might think that racial differences create real problems, not just in the mind.  But I think that it’s only that at least some of those involved do not want to be friendly, because, it may be, they believe that they belong with people in their own group and do not have much to do with outsiders.  That’s their belief, their idea.  It’s purely in the mind, a way of thinking of some people.  There may be room for differences of opinion.  That doesn’t concern me.  There are enough people who want to be friendly, so that I don’t regard this as a problem.  What about men and women, though?  Isn’t it true that men can’t be friendly to women, the same way they are to one another, or women are to one another?  What of those having different interests?  Isn’t it true that they don’t have so much in common, so much to talk about, in order to be very friendly, or have a great deal to do with one another?  No.  All this is simply not true.  They are only false ideas and beliefs.  There are, in fact, many people who are friendly who have no problem with these kinds of differences.   

The racial problem, then, as I perceive it, is only one aspect of the problem of friendliness, in general.  My approach, thus, is simply trying to be friendly with those who want to be friendly, on that basis alone.  I’m not avoiding any problems.  That, itself, is where the problem lies, in friendliness.  I avoid only one kind of situation, though, that involving people who, for whatever reason, don’t choose to be friendly.  I want to find people who are the friendliest, and learn to get along with them, and to work on the problems with them; which, in fact, isn’t so easy or simple.  There are problems enough, that is to say, with people who are the friendliest, let alone those who are not so.  In particular, money, illness, and disability, are realities, not just in one’s mind, which one is forced to confront and to deal with, and which might create obstacles and difficulties in relationships.  

One special case, though, is where the illness or disability might be taken for unfriendliness, or vice versa.  Such is the case with some mental problems such as paranoia, which would make one unfriendly.  

My viewpoint is that unfriendliness is still unfriendliness, whatever you want to call it, or whatever the cause.  We’re talking about instances where the unfriendliness is within the person, where there is no real, just, external cause, within the present situation.  It’s purely in the mind.  Unfriendliness is not a crime.  No-one is to blame in any way.  I don’t say that it’s wrong.  My viewpoint is purely practical, in what I believe to be my own best interests.  I’m trying to find friends and to accomplish something through friendliness.  I can’t do anything with unfriendliness, regardless of the basis for it, whether it be an illness or otherwise.  There are many good people, and intelligent people, who may not be the friendliest, according to my own understanding, and my own way of defining it.  Sometimes, I have a favorable view of such people, and I might think highly of them.  But unfortunately, if one is set on being unfriendly, then nothing can be done to any purpose.  There is no point to the relationship.  If one can’t work due to a disability or illness, then one still should not be hired.  Whether the reason is called a disability or illness has nothing to do with it.  

Finally, we have cases 1C and 3C, which I regard as of great interest and concern.  Here, people are the friendliest.  They try as hard as one might, to be friendly.  But there seem to be difficulties and obstacles to being friendly, in the form of disability, illness, money, or material possessions.  What are these difficulties and obstacles, and how might they be overcome?  I don’t say that friendliness is always or necessarily so simple or easy.  Perhaps, by giving you an idea of my thoughts about these kinds of situations, where there are real problems, not just in the mind, where people really want to be friendly if at all possible, I might thereby further the cause of giving you a clearer idea of what I mean by friendliness, and of what I’m trying to accomplish by it.  

In general, if I try to be friendly to someone who has a disability or illness of some sort, I think that I should have at least some interest in and concern about the disability or illness.  Yet even then, it would seem, the person, himself, may not always require me to or desire that I worry about it or take any interest in it.  It’s not always of paramount importance in the relationship.  It depends.  There’s no rule about it.  The friendliness, itself, is not about medical or psychiatric knowledge or expertise.  But I’m as friendly to those people, and in the same way, as I am to anyone who wants to be friendly, on an equal basis.  I wouldn’t single out those people in any way, either for inclusion or exclusion, in friendliness.  It can, after all, happen to us all, and does, in fact, over time.  I wouldn’t want to avoid or attempt to escape from, the reality.  I want to be able to confront the whole reality with friendliness, and to be able to truly say that it’s the best way.  If illness or disability, in some cases, makes it difficult, I would try to do the best I could with it, in the face of the difficulties.  As with any relationship, though, it depends on both parties.  Both should be friendly, reasonable, not excessively demanding.  All I can really say is, I should keep trying.  On principle, I know that true friendliness cannot avoid or ignore the reality of disability and illness, any more so than it can avoid death.  It’s always a learning experience.  Keep working at it.  That’s all I am able to say about this at this point.  

Again, let me point out the fundamental difference between, the reason why I distinguish between, ethnicity, color, and sex, on the one hand, as opposed to disability and illness, on the other.  In the former, there is nothing wrong with anyone, nothing to be done about anyone or to change anyone, on the basis of these differences.  You just accept one another as you are, and relate as you would with anyone.  There is no problem, except for those who make it a problem, apart from the problem of friendliness, itself.  Not so with disability and illness, which are real problems which you have to be concerned about and do something about.  

What about money?  

This, too, is a real problem, not just in one’s mind.  Some people have the idea that if you are truly friendly to them, then, if you had it yourself, you would readily help them out with money, or with material resources, such as food and a place to sleep, even possibly with material goods beyond the necessaries.  Consider, though, for the purpose of making the point, the extreme case, friendliness between a millionaire and a homeless person.  What do I mean by friendliness in this case?  Is friendliness possible in such a case?  Where is the problem?  

If one is truly friendly to a homeless person, it is clear that he would have to have some interest in and concern about the fact that this person is homeless.  It is very significant in someone’s life situation that one is homeless.  If one is friendly to the person, generally speaking, one wouldn’t want to ignore the reality of homelessness, as though it didn’t matter.  But the problem, let me suggest at this point, is that we don’t always agree as to what ought to be done in this kind of situation.  Is the other person supposed to give money, or provide food and a home to the homeless person?  He’s a millionaire.  It wouldn’t be difficult for him to provide for the poor person, thereby solving his problem.  If he does not do so, doesn’t this imply that he is not genuinely friendly?  In the case of money, then, I’m suggesting that there is a real question of what to do with the money.  There is a real situation which you have to deal with.  The people involved here, with regard to money, are not the same.  People have different ideas, different opinions, as to what should be done in this kind of situation, every idea which you could imagine.  Some believe in a separation between the classes, others in a struggle between the classes.  Quite a lot of poor people seem to believe that if someone had money, he ought by rights to give them money.  Certainly he should, then, if he pretends to be friendly to them.  In any case, what I’m leading up to is that I want to give you my own idea.  If people were friendly, according to my own idea of friendliness, how would it work between rich and poor?  

Whenever I use the word “friendliness,” you should understand that I’m talking about friendliness as I understand it, according to my own meaning, that is.  

Friendliness would not indicate, in itself, that anyone is supposed to give anyone money.  That’s not my definition of friendliness.  One may or may not give money, depending on those involved and the situation.  In the case of the millionaire and the homeless person, we don’t know enough about the specific situation, to come to any conclusion.  In other words, knowing how much or how little money people have, doesn’t really tell you much about the real human situation, or what to do about it.  Many people might believe otherwise.  But this is about what I believe, not about what others believe.  To start with, the millionaire doesn’t really know this homeless person, anything about him.  In human relationships, just how much money you have, doesn’t, by itself, really indicate anything.  I would say that, in a friendly kind of relationship, no-one should be expected to give money, or to feel that he should give money.  I see giving money or the equivalent, when freely done, when one really wants to.  If the millionaire doesn’t want to give away money, I see that as being a good enough reason not to do so.  I would still regard him as friendly, based on the way he expresses himself, the way he relates to other people in that sense.  

Thus, I have stated my position in the case.  But I feel called upon to explain further concerning this matter, as to how it is that I can take such a position.  Is it realistic and practical?  I think that others, in general, wouldn’t be able to see it my way so readily.  They would question my viewpoint.  There is a problem, a question, of what to do with the money.  Perhaps people can’t so easily be friendly because of money.  I’m trying to think about it, to be objective, and to give you my thoughts and ideas.  Whatever I’m trying to do, I don’t say that it would necessarily always work the way I would like it to.  

What, then, is the problem?  Why can’t people just be friendly, as I say, without anyone giving money?  My answer is that they very well can, but that not everyone realizes it.  There is the problem of realizing the truth about the situation involving money, how it relates to the whole human situation, to friendliness.  In general, there are questions about friendliness, how one is to be friendly in certain situations.  

A millionaire might, himself, get the idea that he would like to help others with money.  He might, for example, contribute to organizations.  He’s a friendly person.  But there is the question of how to do the most good with his money.  

I think that perhaps, he’s asking the wrong question, making wrong assumptions to begin with.  You can’t do much good with money, based on money.  What you really want is friendliness.  Money is incidental.  

Suppose that the millionaire wants to be friendly.  He sees a homeless person on the street and engages him in friendly conversation.  The homeless person is also friendly.  I’m interested primarily in the friendliest people, to see what might be accomplished with those people, through friendliness.  The two people take an interest in each other and learn about each other through friendly conversation.  The one knows the other is poor and homeless.  The other knows the millionaire as such.  Wouldn’t they both believe that it is only reasonable to give some money in this situation, if one is really friendly?  Otherwise, it means he couldn’t really be very friendly.  If the millionaire is really friendly, why doesn’t he give money to this homeless person?  What might be his point of view?  The homeless person is a good person, and intelligent.  He would understand, and continue to be friendly to the millionaire, if the millionaire really had a valid, reasonable point of view, a good reason not to give money.  As it is, though, the homeless person might have trouble understanding it.  If the millionaire doesn’t give money, it might seem that he’s not really so friendly.  Thus, why should he be genuinely friendly to a millionaire, when the millionaire is not really friendly to him?  

As I say, my position is on the side of the millionaire, that he is not called upon to give money.  If they were to have a friendly relationship, then the homeless person would be expected to see this.  The millionaire should also realize it, as he, himself, might believe that perhaps he should give money.  It’s not, though, that I have no interest in poor people improving their lives materially.  The contrary is the case.  But I see that as developing in time, through friendliness, not by aiming at a specific person and expecting money from that person.  

Suppose, then, that I assume the part of the millionaire.  I will address the homeless person and attempt to explain to him my position.  

I’m pleased to meet you.  I enjoy your company and conversation.  I would definitely want to get together again and talk more.  I’d like to introduce you to some of my friends.  I would also be interested in meeting some of those friends of yours whom you mentioned in our conversation.  Basically, I’m interested in meeting friendly people, such as you.  In that sense, I feel that we have something in common, but something fundamental, of the greatest importance in our lives, more so than money.  Not that I don’t see the importance of money, too, and the things that require money.  Those things are important, too, of course, and I do understand that you have to be concerned about money and about those things, that you have big problems in that respect which you have to struggle with each day.  But you are managing somehow, as well as learning and improving yourself from the experience, more so and in more ways than you, yourself, probably realize.  

As I have told you, I have quite a bit of money, myself, at this time.  I could, if I chose, just take some money out of the bank and take care of you with it, solve your economic problem today.  You laugh.  It’s true, though.  I could do it if I chose to devote myself to you in that way.  But I don’t give money to anyone, not to you or to anyone else.  Yet I really do like you and feel friendly to you in my way.  I’m sincere.  You laugh.  You think I’m joking with you, that perhaps I’m not really so friendly, if I don’t give you something when I see you on the street like this, homeless.  But actually, I do, in fact, feel very friendly towards you, according to my own understanding of it.  I just don’t happen to be ready just now to give anyone money.  I may never be.  I don’t know. That’s another question.  It’s just not my way.  It’s not the important thing, not the main thing, to my mind.  Of course, I’m not the only one who has any money in the bank.  Many of the people passing by as we talk also have as much as I and more.  Compared to you, I seem to have a lot.  But I’m not so unusual.  Maybe someone will give you something.  I just don’t feel that it’s up to me to supply money.  I don’t consider that to be my role in the world.  That’s not what I’m trying to do just now.  I have other interests.  

I have had some experience giving money, not a lot of money, a dollar or two, but it never gave me any satisfaction.  I ended feeling worse than when I don’t give money.  Where is it going?  What’s the point?  You see, I’m interested in more than just money by itself.  Some people have given me money, a dollar or two, just like they do you, at times when I was homeless like you.  I think it’s good when you need it.  Some people are the right people for it.  That’s what they want to do.  I just want to be understood and accepted for what I am, for the special kind of value which I have.  You, too, have a special kind of value, although you might not realize it just yet; your sense of humor, for one.  I feel that you can understand me and accept me as a friend and as an equal, and not demand or expect money.  

I feel friendly to quite a few people, in fact, not only you.  Suppose I were to give money, then.  To whom would I give it?  How much?  I’m a thoughtful person.  I would attempt to develop a plan in my mind as to how to distribute my money.  Perhaps I should contribute a dollar apiece to one million poor people.  Do you think that’s a good plan?  Or, why not contribute to an organization?  But I don’t believe in any of those organizations.  I want to do it my own way.  I admit I don’t feel devoted to you exclusively.  I feel more that we are equals within the larger society, that together we can help each other better our lives through friendliness with others as well as with each other.  But the relationship is not just between us two.  It involves the whole society.  We two don’t exist by ourselves in outer space.  The money, too, cannot be just between the two of us, not for really thoughtful people who want to have a really sensible, meaningful plan.  

What is the value of money?  Money is, of course, just paper.  Its real value comes from what it represents to us, which is the value of what is produced by everyone, the whole society.  Its value pertains to production, distribution, and consumption, the whole economic process.  Thus, what people are doing, how they work together, get along with one another, their understanding with one another, their relationships, are really fundamental to life, not money by itself.  You can’t really have a sensible, meaningful plan based on money, not for a really thoughtful person.  Many people have such plans, for themselves and for their children.  But it’s all a delusion.  Look at the World Trade Center and the German concentration camps.  People had money but it did them no good.  

Thus, what we want is really friendly relationships.  That’s what is really fundamental to our lives and our problems.  Money is only incidental.  We need to work at the relationships, the way we’re doing when we get together in conversation and really begin to express ourselves and take an interest in one another as people.  If I did devote myself to you, in particular, and took care of you with my money, that might appear to be helping you, personally, for awhile.  But at best, if you became successful, that would only mean that you would take on the problems of the society, of the world, as I do.  I would only be giving you my problems, rather than improving relationships between individuals and between the different sectors, thereby really improving the whole environment, our whole way of life.  In this enterprise, you are really my equal.  I want to be friendly to you because I want you to help me to solve our common problems, the whole society.  Giving you money would not really solve anything in that sense.  It would not lead to a better understanding between us.  

Money, itself, has no real value.  What I want from you is your real value, which is greater than any amount of money.  Who are you?  Express yourself more.  Represent yourself as you really are.  Let all see what your real value is.  That’s where the value of money comes from, from people like you.  By being really friendly, you are already working for the value of others, the real equivalent of money, which is only the representation, the shadow of the reality.  

Forget about the economic system.  If you have a sound philosophy, then you will gain in the long run.  Life does not pay you by the hour.  You don’t punch a clock in and out.  You’re in it all the time until you die.  

I think that poor and homeless people, such as yourself, often tend to exaggerate their own problem, believing it to be the hardest problem, and that anyone who has money is well off and has no problems.  Our own problems, in general, seem to us to be the hardest.  But there are people who live in great fear and danger.  Others have terrible, incurable diseases and disabilities.  Still others appear to have no outward, observable problems, yet in their minds, fully believe life to be so unendurable that they deliberately end it, themselves.  Life, itself, in the final analysis, isn’t really so great for anyone.  Only fools believe it to be so.  But at this time, you are young and in good health.  You have hope, at least a fighting chance to improve your situation.  Even as it is, you are not really as bad off as a lot of people.  There are people and organizations around you which provide assistance with food, clothing, and shelter.  Some people like you take free educational or training courses, although I doubt that usually helps.  But the point is, even in your destitute situation, you have room and freedom to try to improve yourself, if you can find a way.  I’m suggesting to you a way, the same way, the same approach, which I’m taking for myself, the way of friendliness.  It may seem strange to you that the way for a millionaire should be the same as for you.  But I think it’s so.  We are not really so different.  

Why do you think I come and try to talk to you like this, to be friendly to you?  It’s because I believe that you can be helpful to me as a friend.  It’s certainly not because I want money from you.  Thus, why should you require money from me?  I can be helpful as a friend the same as you, without any definite aim or intention other than just friendliness, and we’ll see what comes of it in future.  Very few millionaires would go out of their way to talk to you like this.  But that is the very reason why they don’t, because they believe it to be out of their way.  No-one wants to go out of his way.  I’m not going out of my way to talk to you.  It’s what I want to do.  I learned so much and profited so much by it.  But I consider that you did, too, from conversation with me.  I consider that what I’m telling you now should be of value to you.  I consider that our continuing acquaintance and relationship should be of value to us both.  Not everyone understands this, of course.  The rich might tend to see you as just a burden, a problem, no more.  Some of them might pass you a dollar as they go by, just to get by and get away from you.  The poor might normally see me as just a money machine.  If I give money, they think that I did what I should do in order to assuage my feeling of guilt, or that it gives me satisfaction.  But it gives me no satisfaction to give money.  I see it as meaningless, going nowhere.  

It’s up to people like us, though, who can see the truth, to do something with it, set the pace for the whole society.  We can try, anyway.  If we have an idea, we can try to make it go as far as possible, do with it what we can.  There’s no guarantee. We just do the best we can with what we believe.  

We are not really members of a class or group of any kind.  Those are merely labels which ignorant people have invented for us.  Of course, if we don’t express ourselves as individuals, then we appear to fit those labels, because that’s all we allow anyone else to see.  Others don’t see inside our minds and feelings if we don’t express ourselves outwardly.  Friendliness is a way to express ourselves outwardly, to make ourselves known as individuals.  This is what I believe we need, both as individuals and as a society.  We want to utilize the full value of each person, for the benefit of others, the whole society, and for his own benefit as well, for his own sense of self-fulfillment.  Perhaps we have, in law and government, gone far in this direction, and in our thinking and way of life, too.  But it may be that where we fall short lies in our own free choices as individuals, in that we limit our own possibilities by limiting friendliness, our own relationships to others, our outward expression of ourselves to others.  What is the value of an individual, to himself, to others, to society, even his economic value?  They are all the same, his outward expression to others.  If he keeps it to himself, then it has no value, not even to him.  If he expresses it by doing and communicating, then he begins to assume value.  But what is the best, the most constructive way to express ourselves to others, other than a friendly way?  In that way, we invite the greatest value from all, of all, and for all.  Our problem then, at present, is not law and government, but in our own free choice, to be or not to be friendly, in the most general sense.  

In connection with this, there is, of course, the simple practical economic consideration of how and whether you get paid by friendliness.  If you are as friendly as can be, wouldn’t you still remain poor and homeless, as you are now?  I fully agree with you that this is an important consideration.  You are not very well off materially and you should try to do better in that way.  Can you get paid enough by friendliness?  

Society, any society, the world in general, as it is, does not pay you enough for friendliness.  Thus, it would seem to you that however you might try to be friendly, it would just be so much effort, so much work, but would never lead to any reasonable material standard of living.  I can understand that it might seem this way, as it also might seem that the Earth is flat, as it did at one time to many people.  But ultimately, in a real practical sense I mean, you can get paid enough by true friendliness.  How so?  

We agree that society, as it is, does not pay you enough for friendliness.  Thus, no-one wants to go too far in that direction, because it doesn’t seem to work.  One might be friendly as an individual, in his own way, but it doesn’t appear to be workable as a guiding principle for the whole society, largely, I tend to believe, because you don’t get paid on that basis and survive on that basis.  In other words, it’s not workable because the world is not that way, as it is.  The result, though, is that society remains relatively not as friendly as it might be, because people believe it can’t be done, that it’s unrealistic.  Thus, you can’t go all out and just be friendly, because you need to adapt yourself to society as it is in order to get along and to survive.  But you, after all, make it the way it is.  People are society, and they make it what it is.  Thus, what we want is to have an element of activism in our friendliness.  We want to be friendly in the normal sense, but also in a big way, in order to solve problems, to make big changes.  Friendliness, actually, is something which always involves thinking and learning.  When you say that it doesn’t seem to work in society as it is, you mean that friendliness, as far as just the way you have experienced it thus far, and the way it seems to you in your own mind, doesn’t appear that it would work.  But just how to go about it, how to apply it to reality, might be open to many possibilities.  The friendliness which I have in mind would have as a part of it, an important element of activism.  We have in mind that we want to have a great impact on society, to make it a friendlier society, so that you could get paid by friendliness and achieve a more reasonable standard of living.  The basis of this, though, is that there is a considerable degree of friendliness in human nature, so that many people want to pay you and would go out of their way to pay you, if they receive real value and the case is clear enough to them.  You don’t need to demand payment and to have a contract in order to get paid.  That’s only the way the world, as it is, makes it appear, in the way that the world once appeared to be flat.  Not so, once you realize the deeper truth.  But you have to believe in friendliness as a principle, based on experience with people.  Don’t enough people really want to be friendly?  Don’t many people really want it, if it could be done?  If you carry people’s bags at the train station or at the airport, don’t they often pay you, although they are not forced to?  Even as it is, there are people who help you to get by each day.  You have to believe in human nature, though, in order to go ahead with friendliness.  That’s essential, the basis of it.  We want to change the world with friendliness and through friendliness.  If you don’t believe in it, then, at this point, you wouldn’t be one of those to try to initiate it.  Certain individuals, a minority, are the ones needed to initiate and promote the idea.  It takes thinking and understanding, too, for you to apply yourself to and develop human relationships.  You have to work at it.  It’s a way that you have a chance, over time, to improve yourself materially, too, although not to make more and more money, but to achieve a reasonable balance, have a better life, all things considered.  

Perhaps I might put it this way.  Many people are friendly and believe in friendliness in human nature.  But they also see that there is much that is unfriendly, even cruel, and they also see that you don’t make a living by friendliness.  Thus, the whole question is really a relative one, one of degree.  To what degree, to what extent, can the world operate by friendliness, and be controlled by friendliness?  Would it be possible to have a world in which people made their living, generally, by being friendly, in which friendliness would be the basis of it?  As it is, you could get something just by being friendly.  It seems to have possibilities, potential.  I would want to develop it further, see how far it can go.  That’s the main difference of opinion, a relative difference.  I think that many people would agree that there is genuine, meaningful friendliness in human nature, which also has material results.  But most people don’t believe that you could go so far as to make a living by friendliness, that that could be the basic principle, the most fundamental, the most important, consideration, for making a living.  I think, though, that it has possibilities.  One would have to work at it.  It would take thinking and understanding, developing relationships.  It’s not a simple matter of giving and distributing money.  Even having money, would do no good at the expense of everything else.  True friendliness would mean that everything needs to be considered.  All of life enters into it.  All is connected.  

There are quite a few approaches, of course, which people take, to life and to their problems.  In your situation, some people take to violence and crime, and other aggressive, unfriendly modes of behavior.  Others take to political activity, some working within the existing system, some through civil disobedience or attempts at violent revolution.  Of course, this could apply to anyone, not only to poor people.  But the approach I’m taking, one might call it active friendliness.  It’s an approach to life.  You can make your own choice, whatever you believe is the right one for you.  It may not be the same for everyone.  Everyone may not be intended to play the same part.  Active friendliness, though, is a thoughtful approach, requiring thinking and understanding on the part of all involved, every step of the way.  We need to think and learn about one another, develop the relationships, learn to get along with one another so that we can best cooperate in life and in survival.                                                            

You mentioned to me that you enjoy reading novels.  I see that one by Dostoevsky in your possession.  It’s good that you do find time to read, for leisure, even in your extreme situation.  What are novels all about, though, usually, but especially so with Dostoevsky?  They’re about people and their relationships, their feelings and inmost thoughts and motivations.  There is much of interest going on with these people, the characters in the novels, and between them.  They’re not generally all about money; that all they care about is to make more and more money, or about sex, the purely physical drive.  That’s regarded as pornography, not the great novels which intelligent people want to read.  The characters might be complex and interesting.  There are many interesting novels, each one different.  Every author is different and each of his books is different, one from another, each one a unique creation.  But you still care to take time to read novels, even as you struggle out on the street as you are.  You still have a life.  You want it to be interesting.  But the point I wish to make is, that if the characters in novels are so fascinating that you want so much to read about them, what, then, about real people in your life?  Where do the ideas for these characters come from, but from real life experience on the part of the authors?  Why do they have meaning and hold such interest for you, but only because you can connect them, however remotely it might be in some cases, to your own experience, the universal human experience?  How much greater, then, might the interest be in real people in your own life, people who are friendly and express themselves to you freely?  How educational might such experience be, as compared to the great literature; the real people on which the characters are based, as compared to the characters, which are ideas of people?  You couldn’t really appreciate these characters, without the experience of real people.  You couldn’t really understand them in the way the author understands them.  The fuller, the more intimate, is your involvement with real people, the more you experience of true relationships, the more you are able to enjoy and appreciate the great literature.  The more critical you can become, too, in that you can see some of the departure from truth in the novels and the characters.  You might even get beyond the novel in your understanding of the reality in its fullness.  The point, though, is that, in friendliness, we can educate one another and enrich one another, if only we would realize it.  Each of us is complex and interesting, more so than a mere character in a novel.  But we need to really express ourselves, work at the relationships, in a meaningful way, the way the author works at his novel.  You can get together with friends, of course, not say much of meaning, and just be bored.  It’s up to us just how we conduct our relationships to others, and that makes the whole difference.  It’s not just something which happens automatically.  It’s creative.  We go about doing something with others, consciously and deliberately.  If we don’t, then perhaps we should.  That’s what I have in mind.  

There are those who want to know what you want to get together for, what is the purpose of it.  Is there a war or dispute going on, that you want to discuss and come to terms?  Do you wish to buy or sell something?  Do you want a husband, wife, or a prostitute?  Do you want money or a job?  They don’t see, or maybe they don’t want to see, that you don’t get to know many people that way.  We want to meet people, get to know people, get together in friendliness, for no reason but for itself.  But it might take some doing to see the value of it, the meaning of it.  

That, then, will suffice for our millionaire’s speech.  Not your usual millionaire, I suppose.  As I say, I’m particularly interested in the friendliest people rather than the usual, to try to promote the idea of friendliness by doing.  In any case, I’m getting to the point of ending this book, making whatever concluding remarks might seem fitting.  Then, I might possibly add further clarifying thoughts to it, if I so chose, from time to time, and add them on to new editions.  I realize, though, that the book is only a book, of course, and cannot fully represent or replace the reality.  I’m using it in order to try to make my meaning clearer, what I have in mind, together with meeting and confronting people, developing the relationships in actual experience.  For some people, I feel that the book might be helpful.  Then, when I meet them, we can discuss the ideas, and, of course, live the ideas.  

If the idea in the book makes sense to you and appeals to you, there is then the question of whether you want to add me, the author of the book, on to it, or do without me.  That’s as you please.  But you should understand that I’m only responsible for myself, my own actions and personal involvements, as is ordinarily the case.  Whatever meaning which this book might have to people other than myself, or its application by them, should not, by rights, reflect on me, personally.  I’m interested in the ideas in this book, but along with those who would know me and be friendly to me.  Like most people, I’m interested in my own life, the people I know, my own friends, and what we do and our effects on the society.  The meaning this book has to me is in this sense, as a part of my own personal involvements.  The book is about an idea only, but the people involved also would make a great difference.  If it doesn’t involve me, personally, then I don’t feel that it really has anything to do with me or with this book, according to my meaning or intention.  I’m not against it, as such, for what it is.  I simply don’t know anything about it, even though the people involved identify their own beliefs and activities with the ideas expressed in this book, according to their understanding of it.  The book is about an idea of friendliness.  But specifically who the people are, the ones who are engaged in developing and applying it would also have to make a great difference.  Each individual speaks for himself.  I speak for myself only, with regard to my own involvement only.  

According to the idea of friendliness as expressed in this book, my intention is that my own personal position in the friendly relationship is the same as anyone else’s.  I put myself in the same position as I would put anyone else, as someone trying to be friendly.  The book tries to explain the general idea, the direction we are headed in.  It does not tell you about me, personally.  You wouldn’t be able to tell from the book whether you would like me, personally, or how you would get along with me.  To start with, I don’t know you and you don’t know me.  I wouldn’t try to change this in a book.  It can’t be done.  We don’t know in advance, we cannot predict, how each relationship will develop, what will happen.  The book is only an idea, a general direction, a principle.  

I do not believe that it is better to give than to receive.  I positively reject this idea.  The people who wrote the Holy Bible were, to me, just people, no more and no less.  The Holy Bible is just a book, no more and no less, the same as a Dostoevsky novel.  I don’t follow any one book or person.  I believe in what I learn from my own experience, based on my own experience.  Good or bad, right or wrong, that’s what I believe and that’s what I follow.  

As I see it, both giving and receiving are, equally, a part of friendliness.  I can’t say that I necessarily prefer one to the other.  I, personally, want to give and to receive, equally.  If I didn’t really want things, myself, why should I give others what I, myself, don’t value for myself?  I want others to give me a chance to give what others want to receive, so that I can receive their high opinion and the benefits of their high opinion.  In other words, I can’t really separate the giving and receiving.  I don’t put myself in a position any different from anyone else.  This, in fact, is just what the case is ordinarily.  I’m speaking of ordinary, common-sense friendliness.  The chief difference is only that I want to extend and develop it further, try to be friendly to those to whom, and in situations in which, as it is, one ordinarily would tend not to be friendly.  You don’t really know unless you tried.  The world tends to lead you to believe that you have nothing in common with and nothing to do with others.  But you can make it otherwise if you wanted to.  You make the world, society, the way it is, by your actions and inaction.  Ultimately, it’s up to you.  

I will end this book now, this first edition.  There may or may not be, in future, further editions, of which I have in view, not primarily deletions or alterations, but rather, additions, if I have further thoughts on these matters which I believe would be of value, or, it may be, new ways of explaining myself.  

Good-bye.  

Getbyism: The Failure’s Philosophy

      SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 11. Getbyism


The philosophy of getbyism is avowedly a subjective philosophy.  It represents an attitude, a state of mind, a way of looking at life, not necessarily the only right one.  It may not be for everyone at all times.  I would say the same about, for example, Epicureanism and Stoicism.  They also, that is, don't seem to state an objective truth that all should be expected to agree upon.  It depends on you, the individual, what way of looking at life is most agreeable, helpful, and satisfactory to you.  


Nothing in philosophy can be proven by argument.  It always depends on one's assumptions, which, in life and philosophy, vary widely with the individual.  The point in philosophy, then, is to express the idea, the viewpoint, to participate in the never-ending controversy.  The argument is really meant as an explanation rather than an incontrovertible proof.  It's up to the individual, based on his own experience, to decide.  At least that's the way it should be, realistically.  Argue as one might, no one has ever proven anything philosophically.  


In general, as literature, I don't really care much for philosophy, myself, an admission which I imagine would surprise you, as well as seem to contradict the work at hand.  But I did call it "work," after all, and it's not so unusual for people not to care much for the work they do for a living.  To tell you the truth, I wanted to write fiction, because I enjoy and appreciate good fiction, but I just couldn't do it.  I just don't seem to have any stories in me.  Of course, I do think philosophy is important, in the sense that everyone has to have a way of thought, whether or not conscious and explicit.  But as literature, that's another question.  Do you want to write out your philosophy and make it into a book, or read philosophical treatises?  That may not be necessary or important for everyone to do.  As I say, I don't really care much for it, myself, although I'm doing it, because I have to do something, I guess.  But as a rule, I tend to find it rather dull.  For myself, I tend to get the general idea of what my philosophy is, without defining it exactly, or putting it into definite words.  But in order to communicate it to you, the reader, I need to work at it, put it into words, as I'm doing here.  Some people like to read philosophy, so that I might be doing something of value to at least some people, although I wouldn't advise anyone to depend on it overly for inspiration or enlightenment.  One should always weigh it, that is, in the light of one's own experience, which is by far the more important factor, not the book.  At best, I think that some people might like and enjoy philosophy the way others do fiction or poetry.  It's not meant primarily to inform you of anything you don't already know.  I don't mean to discourage you, but I also don't want to mislead or deceive you, as some are prone to be by philosophy.  That, by rights, too, ought to be a part of philosophy, to be aware of the nature of it, what you're getting out of it, not to value it too much or too little.  I think I speak much as do many salesmen, in fact, who represent their product for what it is, when it is a reasonable product, good for its purpose, suitable for the right people, saleable as it is for what it is, a product which sells itself, as they say.  Perhaps it might reasonably be regarded as something to think about or to consider, or even as just a point of view to relate to in one way or another, agree or disagree, or possibly as a suggestion or an idea.  In other words, it could be interesting enough, whether or not you believed in it, or wished to adopt it as your personal philosophy.  So much, then, for philosophy in general.  If you're still with me, I think it best to get speedily to the matter of particular interest here, which is the philosophy of getbyism.  What, then, is getbyism?  That is the question which this whole book is focused upon and devoted to.  

Getbyism, I suppose, might appear to most people to be a rather bleak and forbidding philosophy, and perhaps it is so, relatively speaking.  Yet it may not really be quite so morbid as it appears initially.  But to get to the point, it says that what you want to do in life is just to get by, just as the name suggests.  I consider myself fortunate, in fact, if I can just get by somehow, get through it all and come to an end.  That's all I'm hoping for and trying for.  That's all there is.  Life is a problem, or a job or task, if you will, and all I'm aiming at is just to get through it, get it over with.  If I can do that much, then, my belief is, that is the best that can be done.  That's all there is to it.  It might almost appear, in that case, that you can't lose, since it's commonly, perhaps even almost universally, agreed upon, that we all do, in fact, succeed eventually in doing just that.  Thus, even the failure can succeed, according to this philosophy, which does, after all, seem to have something to offer, at least to those who acknowledge themselves to be failures by the normal worldly standards, or even by any standards other than those of getbyism itself.  


You might, I suppose, get the idea that there's nothing more to be said about this philosophy.  It might seem simple and clear-cut.  There's nothing to be done with it, though.  Of course, you're going to get by in one way or another, anyway, whatever you do, so that the philosophy won't make any difference.  Or why not do nothing, since you're going to succeed in getting by just the same, whatever you do?  But it's not quite so simple as that.  There is actually something to be done with the philosophy, a real meaning and purpose to it, which requires explanation and understanding.  In other words, understanding it and working at it in one's life, can be meaningful and helpful.  Not necessarily to everyone, though, as I say.  Possibly it is a failure's philosophy more than anyone else's, although I don't say that others are not welcome to it.  But it may be that the failure is the one who really needs it more than anyone else, because the failure is the one who would be happy to just get by in life, the one who has no hope of anything better.  


I agree that you would just get by anyway, regardless of what you do, and that's a significant part of the philosophy, although not the whole of it, since there is still the problem of how one is to get by while it is happening.  Once it's over, you have succeeded.  That's true.  But you still want to deal with life while it is going on.  You have to make decisions.  Thus, in view of this fact, what is the meaning and significance of the idea that you just want to get by, since in reality you are still confronted with having to deal with life and having to make decisions?  Further, we should question the premise that we should just want to get by, nothing more.  I am inclined to believe that most people would disagree, although I, myself, am not among them.  I happen to be a getbyist.  All I want to do is just get by and be done with it.  But again, we should question this idea, not simply accept it without critical examination.  Is it a reasonable way of looking at life?  


But are there not enough of failures in the world, as well as those who are already dying, who would be well off if only they could just manage to get by and come to their end?  They represent a lot of people in the world.  Isn't it reasonable that life, as viewed and experienced by them, should have as much weight as life, as viewed and experienced by healthier, more successful people, in determining a philosophy?  As I say, getbyism is a subjective philosophy, so that it would be reasonable enough if it works for a good number of people.  For those who are doing well with life, or still have their dreams and aspirations, they don't need it so far, so that they may be better off without it.  But for everyone, it has to come to an end at some time.  It doesn't stay the same for anyone.  Thus, one's thinking, viewpoint, attitude toward life, one's philosophy, has to change in order for one to adapt to radically or drastically new circumstances.  


But is this necessarily true?  I sense that there may already be objections.  In philosophy, of course, we always want to question all our statements.  That's the whole purpose of it, after all, to question and so to become clear about our way of thought.  Thus, one might ask whether a really good philosophy ought to change with circumstances.  Not everyone would agree.  To me, though, it is perfectly reasonable, no problem.  Perhaps the reason for this difference lies in the fact that some have a higher regard for philosophy than I, and tend to think of it as a final truth, an ultimate reality in itself, whereas to me it is utilitarian.  To me, our ideas are a part of our adaptation to reality, which includes the environment and circumstances.  They are a part of our way of getting along, on the same plane as our bodies.  A philosophy should be based on reality, but it could never coincide exactly with, or represent entirely, the whole of it.  Thus, our ideas should be flexible.  We don't come into this world with a complete philosophy of life.  All through life, we are experiencing and learning.  Thus, our ideas should develop and change accordingly.  Pertaining to getbyism, this means that, at some point in our lives, in some circumstances, it might become reasonable and appropriate to incorporate the darker side of life, the harshness of it, and the reality of death, into our philosophy of life, to give it, that is, a due portion of weight in our evaluation of life and our attitude toward it.  I view myself, in fact, at this time, as dying, as much or more so, as living, and I believe that the aspect of death and dying is an added dimension of truth and reality in my viewpoint.  Most of my life, I didn't see it this way.  Death seemed far off, terrible and awesome although distant, having nothing to do with my aims and dreams in life.  For those who view life as being only good and beautiful, I think it may be all right for awhile, a reasonable way to get through a good part of it, in fact.  I think that in this way, I give that outlook every benefit of the doubt.  Perhaps it is just as reasonable and realistic as getbyism, if you happen to feel that way.  But for those whose experience is different and who feel otherwise, a different philosophy may be called for, one which allows one to view life in all its terrible reality, and yet still to get along passably with it, to get by with it somehow, perhaps with a sort of resignation or acceptance, or better, with a sort of neutral feeling.  Such a philosophy is getbyism.  But it's not always so easy to apply it.  You have to work at it and it requires understanding and experience.  


What do I mean when I say that I view myself as dying?  Do I mean that I expect to die in the near future, perhaps in just a few days, or perhaps in a few months or years?  Not necessarily.  I mean only that I take death seriously as a reality, in the same way that I take other human events, as an event which will occur at some finite point in time, sooner or later, and that it is very definitely a significant part of my thinking, planning, and way of life.  In particular, it is a fundamental consideration in getbyism.  


In my own case, it happens, based on my age and condition, it is not unlikely that I will not live much longer.  But it's indefinite, uncertain.  I may have another five years, ten years.  In other words, I don't really know.  I still have to try to live as though it might be for quite some time, try to get by as well as I can for as long as I have to.  Perhaps this has something to do with where my philosophy comes from, since I certainly didn't have this philosophy most of my life.  It's a fairly recent development.  But now, death is not so far off, so distant as it used to be.  It's a reality.  It has a definite weight in my thinking.  But so does life, and one shouldn't lose sight of that, too.  Life is also a reality, and I wouldn't have a philosophy or have need of one, if it weren't for that.  Philosophy is for the living, of course.  But now, both worlds are very real to me, and I hover between them, wavering each day as to which way I'm going to go.  Of course, though, I know which way, eventually.  The way we all do.  But there is still the question of time, when.  That makes a difference to us while we live.  How much time do we have?  Only an hour?  A day?  Five years or fifty?  That always seems to make a great difference to us.  Yet when it's over, doesn't it all come to the same?  Maybe it doesn't really make so much difference at that.  That idea, in any case, is fundamental to getbyism.  That's where it comes from.  You just want to get by because you realize that life is short and that it all comes to the same, anyway, regardless.  


As I say, though, while you live, you still have to deal with life each day, make decisions and act on them.  Thus, what is the significance and importance of getbyism?  What is the significance and importance of philosophy in general?


Of course, philosophy may be all right as an activity as much as any other.  I believe I may have already stated something to that effect.  But now I'm looking for some utilitarian value, and what I have in mind is that it might affect one's state of mind, as well as one's thinking and attitude.  What I have in mind, though, is getbyism, actually, not philosophy in general.  Different philosophies do seem to mean something to different people.  In general, it probably means very little to most people, including myself, in fact.  Thus, we may as well get to the point and talk about the significance and importance of getbyism, and not be concerned about philosophy in general.  


Getbyism is a subjective philosophy and its chief significance and importance lies in its effect on one's state of mind.  It is a way of looking at life, an attitude towards it, and as such, it has its effect on one's state of mind, which does make a difference to most people for itself, besides having the possibility, if not likelihood, of in turn affecting one's decisions and actions in countless unpredictable ways.  


One might get the idea that just getting by implies passivity.  Not so, since in general, passivity is not a good way to get by.  Doing nothing is actually very difficult.  But getbyism does not specify any particular form of action or goal in life.  It just emphasizes the idea of trying to get by as well as you can, each in his own way.  Many different philosophies do not actually oppose or contradict one another, but differ primarily in their emphasis, what they are trying to convey.  Pragmatism emphasizes practicality and utility, existentialism existence as against ideas.  Religious philosophies emphasize God and morality.  But there is no contradiction between these different philosophies.  They are just talking about different subjects which may or may not have some relationship to one another.  In other words, philosophy is a broad field.  Just to say that I have a philosophy does not tell you what it's about, what the subject matter is, or what the emphasis is.  Yet it may be that, after all, there is a slight, subtle, contradiction, or opposition, between different philosophies, because of this difference in emphasis.  Some would hold, for example, that religion should be emphasized in any philosophy.  But I would tend to disagree with any philosophy which insisted that there had to be any one specific emphasis.  A religious philosophy might be talking about certain subjects, about which one might agree or disagree, the same as with any philosophy.  Getbyism, it happens, does not foster any particular religious viewpoint, although I wouldn't say that it's antireligious.  I think that it would be possible for one to have viewpoints very different or opposed to my own in many aspects, and yet still to find meaning, truth, and benefit in getbyism.  Only if one insisted that there had to be one particular emphasis in philosophy, do I see a contradiction between that philosophy and getbyism.  From my point of view, no particular emphasis is necessarily required, although I, myself, at this time in my life, want to emphasize the idea of getting by more than any other idea.  This idea has the most meaning to me.  Other aims in life are subsidiary to this one.  In other words, at the moment, I'm talking about getbyism, so that I'm emphasizing it because that's what I'm talking about.  But you don't need to emphasize it as much in your life as I do, in order for it to have some meaning to you.  It's a subjective philosophy.  It depends on you, what you want to do with it, what you want to make of it.  


I think I have come to have a rather conservative, realistic, way of viewing life and the world in which I live.  That is, I believe that what I experience represents reality essentially as it must be and always has been.  I'm not looking for any great, drastic, or wonderful changes, or expecting any.  Not by choice, though, but because that's just the reality as I see it, which, in fact, I believe can truly be said of the great majority of people.  Change for the better, if that's possible, must be slow and gradual.  But the only change I'm bound to witness in my lifetime, would be one of the other kind, one of death and destruction.  That's always a possibility.  But I am only trying to get by somehow, to be able to take it either way, however it happens.  


As I say, though, this doesn't imply passivity.  Just as the world, reality, is to me what it is to most people, all the reasonable ways people have of dealing with that reality, are to me reasonable and valid.  In general, I care about the kinds of things everyone cares about and want the same kinds of things for similar reasons.  My motivations are like those of other people.  The world seems to me, in other words, at least externally and factually, very much like what I gather it appears to be to most people.  There is just a difference in philosophy, a perhaps slight, subtle difference, but one which I believe to be significant in that it makes a difference in one's state of mind.  According to the philosophy of getbyism, whatever I want, whatever I care about, all my concerns, have meaning and importance in the sense that they serve and aid the one ultimate aim of my life, that of getting by.  Admittedly, of course, it's not a very great aim, and it's not meant to be.  But it's based on reality as I see it.  No one would choose it if he could have whatever he wanted.  But it's meant to be realistic, based on a perhaps, depending on one's perspective, relatively grim view of reality.                                                        


Again, though, as I say, it doesn't imply passivity.  One should be clear about that.  You can't get by very well by doing nothing.  You do what you've been doing all along.  You can be aggressive if that's your nature.  Getbyism doesn't say anything about that one way or the other.  Thus, it doesn't indicate that one would not be motivated to achieve.  Not at all.  That's because in practice, busying oneself, having goals and achieving, are all helpful in the ultimate aim of getting by.  In other words, all I want is just to get by, but that's not necessarily so simple.  All the things people do, all of life as we know it, are all involved in just trying to get by.  Some philosophies, for example, are based on self-interest.  All human motivations and actions are based on self-interest.  But the question remains, what is in one's own self-interest.  In the same way, getbyism doesn't tell you what you should do in order to get by, but it is significant in that it expresses a realistic point of view, which is that your aim ought to be to just get by, and which gives you more of a chance of achieving that aim, mainly through its effect on one's state of mind, which thereby becomes more agreeable and so more conducive to the aim of getting by.  


What is the justification, or rationale, for this point of view, and what is the nature of the opposition to it?  


You can't think whatever you want to think, just because you choose to think it.  Your thoughts are confronted with a reality outside your control.  Thus, can anyone really want to just get by?  Is it really beneficial to think this way?  Is it really a reasonable, realistic philosophy?  Isn't the case, in fact, that most people want more than just to get by?  What is wrong with that?  


I really do want to just get by because I believe there is nothing better, at least realistically.  I wouldn't choose reality to be the way it is.  But in the face of that reality, there is nothing better than just to get by and be done with it.  There is no evidence of anything better.  All else is a delusion, a delusion which, in fact, stems from that very desire which it attempts to exceed, that of getting by.  For the whole point of having a superior aim than that of just getting by, is nothing more than just another way of doing the same, getting by.  What else could it be since you come to the same end in any case?  Yet I don't say there's necessarily anything wrong with having such a delusion.  It may have its time, place, and purpose.  If you fully believe in it, then perhaps for you, it is no delusion, but truth.  But for me, the truth is that of getbyism.  Thus, there is no one fixed aim which I need to be set on.  Whatever would help me to get by at the time is what I want, nothing else.  


It's a subjective philosophy, of course, based on my feeling and belief that there is really nothing better than just getting by.  You have to be able to really believe it.  It's not automatically true just because I choose to believe it.  But it may be difficult to convey that part of it in a book.  It depends a lot on your experience.  Perhaps being closer to death, or feeling oneself to be so, has a lot to do with it.  Otherwise, it may not be the right time for it.  


Perhaps, too, there is not really so much difference as one might suppose, between the aim of getting by and other aims.  I do what I do in order to get by, whereas others do the same for other reasons, perhaps for its own value as an end in itself, or for other purposes.  But there may not be much difference, actually.  To an extent, it may be primarily just a difference in the way one verbalizes the idea, or expresses the cause and effect relationships.  There's probably a lot of overlap between this philosophy and others, if one understands it properly.  But one difference, in any case, is that whatever happens, I look at it and evaluate it from the point of view of getting by, so that many otherwise seemingly troubling circumstances don't make so much of a difference to me.  For the most part, all that is really happening, is that time is passing, and that it will all soon be over.  It all goes by very fast, actually, if you just busy yourself with involving and interesting activities.  For me, in fact, it's almost all over, and yet when I look back, it seems as though it all happened so fast.     


At this point, for the most part, I feel that I've expressed, or defined, well enough, the essential meaning of getbyism, as well as the main argument or justification for it.  I suppose that you might be surprised and disappointed that that's all there is to it, that it's so brief a philosophy, not nearly enough to fill a whole book.  But as I say, I don't care much for philosophy, myself.  I really wanted to write fiction.  I don't see much point in going around in circles trying to make definitions and arguments clearer, and in fact succeeding only in making them less intelligible and more confusing.  The meaning a philosophy has to you is to be found in your own experience.  Thus, in the sense of pure abstract philosophy, I would feel that I'm done with getbyism.  You might consider it as I've explained it in the light of your own experience, and decide what meaning or value it has to you.  Possibly at some future time, it might come back to you with new meaning and significance, which doesn't happen to be in it for you at this point in your life.  All has its time, place, and purpose, even philosophy.  As far as its relative briefness, too, consider poetry, for example, which might express philosophical ideas in a brief, often disguised or subtle form.  In that case, there is generally little or no argument or explanation.  Yet many people like poetry and find it meaningful.  From which you might gather that I like poetry, myself, and prefer it to philosophy.  But I fooled you.  I'm not really much interested in poetry.  A lot of it, I don't really understand very well, and in any case, I prefer to have explanations when the meaning isn't clear.  But in the case of philosophy, it tends to be overdone.  I like a certain reasonable balance.  Thus, in this case, I've given you the philosophy, in the sense of the general idea, with much more of an explanation than one finds in poetry, so that it's decidedly philosophy, however brief, rather than poetry.  Not to imply, though, that it would be poetry if not philosophy.  It has to be philosophy, certainly, if anything.  What I'm leading up to, though, in any case, is that since you already have the philosophy, there is the question of what the rest of this book is to be about.  


What I have in mind, very simply, is to talk about getbyism and related ideas, with no preconceived plan, but in order to convey more of what it means to me, in my own life, and in the manner in which it affects my actions, motivations, and state of mind.  I think that would be the best way to make its meaning clearer.  It would have to have a different meaning to you, but I would be able to convey its meaning best, by just allowing myself to talk about it freely, in my own way.  From this point on, then, anything goes.  You can't tell what I might be talking about, although I intend to connect it all to getbyism, of course, which is, after all, my philosophy, my overall way of thinking, and as such, is always with me, as I go through the motions and routines of daily existence.  


Perhaps, then, one might be led to question whether I will be giving, for the most part, a philosophy of life, which is what you are looking for and have been expecting, or just talking about myself at random.  I think that the answer is both, that the two are mutually supportive, although at this point, as I say, you already have the philosophy, so that it is now I, who may well be the topic of greater interest.  Again, as I say, I don't care much for philosophy, anyway, so that from some point of view, what lies ahead may be the most interesting part.  In any case, take it a step at a time, and we'll see what develops.  


I've been thinking that perhaps the main interest in this philosophy, and perhaps in any philosophy as well, might lie in its controversial aspects.  Perhaps, that is, if there is no controversy, if we all make the same assumptions, that it all goes without saying, then why bother expressing the philosophy?  It may be only a question of the way we feel, a state of mind, yet it may be that it is the fact that we differ in some way in our way of thought, that there is disagreement and conflict, which creates the interest.  Very well, then.  I see that we don't all agree.  That is, in fact, a necessary part of the interest.  I dispute what others think and feel and believe.  I acknowledge it.  There must be some antagonism between us.  Perhaps, as a writer, I can't escape from that fact.  In other words, I should go ahead and say what I have in mind, express my philosophy as it is, come what may, whether anyone likes it or not.  As I say, aggressiveness may at times be the best approach to just trying to get by.  In what specific ways, then, does getbyism differ from other ways of thinking, in the sense, though, that there should be any serious conflict of interest between them?          


I have had, it happens, for some years now, since I have been living with getbyism for some two or three years, fluttering about in my mind, coming and going, not fully expressed, some such conflicting ideas.  Not, however, conflicting in my own mind.  There is no question of an inner conflict.  One should be clear about that.  I'm an avowed getbyist, which philosophy has always been absolutely agreeable and easygoing to me.  What I mean, though, is that it seems to contain or imply ideas which are in conflict with the world, the society.  In other words, controversial ideas.  In my own mind, this does not represent a problem, though, as long as I keep it to myself, for my own private use.  Which is, perhaps, understandable, especially in a free society, where one can think and even do, as one pleases, so long as it doesn't interfere with what it pleases others to think and do.  The problem here, though, as with ideas generally, even though they may be no more than vague suggestions, or expressions of feelings or attitudes, is that people can and do bother, or annoy, or trouble, one another, with words, suggestions, or ideas.  In other words, I mean to say, people don't always appreciate hearing or reading what others have to say, when it conflicts with their own ways of thinking.  There could be a conflict of interest, if only on a feeling level.  Then, too, how do you know where it will lead, if one begins to freely express new ideas?  Perhaps, though, I'm beginning to exaggerate the case a little, in order to stress this idea of conflict or controversy.  Actually, I think that getbyism is an easygoing philosophy, which might be troublesome or bothersome to only the most intolerant and prejudiced individuals.  It might be troublesome to those few who are troubled by the thought that those unlike themselves might be able to get by in life as well as they.  


There is, then, the question of the degree or intensity of the conflict or controversy.  My feeling tends to be that, in the case of getbyism, among reasonable, intelligent people, although there may be a significant difference in feeling and thought, still there could be at least peaceful toleration between the two sides.  It may not be so easy a matter.  When there is a clash of emotions, it is bound to be troublesome to some degree.  On the other hand, though, this is only a matter of a personal philosophy.  In a free society, one is required to exercize a reasonable degree of toleration for the viewpoints of others with which one disagrees.  Thus, although there will always be those who are prejudiced in their thinking and intolerant of the views of others, it would be wrong on this basis to hold back from expressing one's views.  To do so would, in fact, undermine the foundations of a free society.  As I say, too, getbyism is a subjective philosophy, and as such, allows the truth of opposing views and feelings.  One might put it that getbyism asks only for toleration of its views, which pertain only to the personal life of the holder of these views.  Again, though, I realize that this may not be so simple a matter.  There is much intolerance even in a free society.  People always have to struggle and stick up for their rights as free individuals.  But in our society, I think there are many who would support the right of free expression, even though they may disagree with the view being expressed.  


In any case, we may as well get more to the point, which is to state just what, in particular, might be some of the ways in which getbyism differs from other point of views, to get, that is, at the essence of the conflict, since the conflict, or controversy, may well represent the real meaning of getbyism.  In other words, it may well be that it is the differences, even the conflicts, between our viewpoints, which point to and give an indication of their meaning and significance.  Because, perhaps, they have to do with our relationship to one another, because we don't have our ideas and feelings purely in and by ourselves.  But that doesn't mean, I would hope, that it would be impossible for us to live with and to express our differences.  It would, I suppose, have to depend upon just what is the nature of those differences in question, and how much and in what manner they might interfere with one another, or be troublesome to us in our lives or feelings.  


What, then, in particular, might be some of those conflicting or controversial ideas which, as I say, have been fluttering about in me for quite some years now?  Again, I ask only for tolerance, which I realize is difficult enough for many people.  I don't ask for or expect agreement, although naturally, I would like to see that at least some are of similar mind as myself.  


The ideas which I have in mind, then, are those of, or, if you prefer, those having to do with, success, God, and death and suicide.  Because I am a getbyist, these ideas apparently have a very different meaning to me from what they might represent to others.  Thus, it may be that much of the meaning and significance of getbyism is to be found in the manner in which one might view these ideas from the point of view of getbyism.  Which, in this case, means how I, myself, view them, since each getbyist can speak for only himself, allowing for flexibility in the philosophy, adaptability to the individual.  Thus, the question then is, how do I view these ideas, particularly from the point of view of getbyism, or, in other words, what do these ideas mean to me, but particularly in the manner in which they are connected to and stem from getbyism?                                  

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 12. Success


Initially at least, this seems to be a rather difficult subject to write about.  Just what do I mean by it?  What does anyone mean by it?  It appears to be a very broad topic, open to so many possibilities, it's hard to know how to begin.  I'm trying to see if I can ease my way into it by letting myself just begin thinking about it as is natural to me.  Actually, perhaps I don't think it even means very much, in a sense.  But it seems to be a worldly idea which many people feel and believe has meaning and importance.  Thus, it may be that it has a certain importance to anyone, in the sense that one is part of the world, and relates in some way to the rest of the world.  If one is viewed as a success or failure, let's suppose, and if the one is regarded as good, the other bad, in that case, it would follow that it may well have a certain significance and importance on that basis alone, even if they were just names or labels having no other meaning.  I'm not saying they are only labels, understand, that that's all there is to it, but I am suggesting that that may have a lot to do with it, so that even though these ideas may not seem to mean much to everyone, or they may not always be clear as to just what they mean, there is that aspect of them of being a label, which adds to their importance, gives them a certain emotional charge.  "That one is a great success.    The other one is a total failure."  How is one to take such statements?  Are they often statements of the truth, or are they only personal biases, about which there is no agreement?  But my first point, in any case, is that apart from any objective truth or meaning, they would still have emotional meaning and significance in the world in which we live.  That's my starting point.  For the most part, actually, I tend to think that they don't have much real objective meaning apart from that.  In other words, I don't consider myself success-oriented.  To me, the meaning seems to come from the outside, from the world, the society.  But it's a meaning no less, having to do with how people relate to one another, what they say to one another, how they regard one another.  If one can regard another as being a success, which is good, or as a failure, which is bad, then certainly it makes a difference and there is meaning in it.  It's a human situation.  That's the main significance it has to me.  Of course, though, there is still the question of whether there is any objective basis for it, of whether some people are truly successes and others failures.  I think the question is controversial and has many facets, not a simple all-or-nothing question, about which you either agree or disagree, take one side or the other.  But as I say, I, myself, don't consider myself success-oriented, by which I mean also that I don't consider others as either successes or failures.  That's just my way of looking at it.  I'm a getbyist, just trying to get by in life, that's all, just trying to get through it all, to die and be done with it.  But I still take the other side seriously, as a point of view to reckon with.  I think there are many intelligent people on both sides of the question, that there are different ways of thinking about success and related ideas.  I think it's an interesting question, an interesting topic for a book since, as I say, it's controversial and many-faceted.  


It would appear to me, then, that the issue might be put as follows: On one side, there are those who view the ideas of success and failure as meaningful, significant concepts, on the basis of which one can make meaningful, significant statements about people and the human situation, and on the basis of which one can evaluate people's lives, in the sense of ascertaining whether their lives or they had any value or merit.  In other words, there is some idea of success, according to which it would be a good measure of the worth of the individual, whether he is a success or failure, to whatever degree.  One shouldn't, however, exaggerate this point of view.  Some may have a more extreme viewpoint than others.  But the ideas of success and failure, according to this viewpoint, at least in some way and to some extent, do indicate a true objective reality, and they are reasonable, workable ideas, which tell you something significant about people.  The opposing viewpoint, on the other hand, is that these ideas don't really mean anything, that they are just labels indicating that one should regard people in certain ways, based on certain kinds of biases.  Both sides, of course, as I say, acknowledge that the ideas are meaningful in the sense of the way they are used, in that they are part of the world.  Thus, even though one does not think of them as good or true ideas, it would still be understandable that one would want to acknowledge them, in order to express the opinion that they are false, deceptive, misleading ideas, or prejudices.  Either way, they are still realities, having to do with real human situations.  My own viewpoint, though, happens to be the latter one, that the ideas of success and failure are just labels having no real meaning.  But I would want to consider both sides as well as I can, in order best to express and explain my own viewpoint.  


It occurs to me that perhaps there are quite a few people who would believe that there is no controversy or issue, as I have represented it.  In their own mind, all reasonable, intelligent people see it as they do, and there is nothing to discuss among intelligent people, no real, serious question or issue, of the sort which I have represented.  I think that they would have said the same about the issue of slavery, too, at the time when it was an issue in this country, when there were debates about it even in congress, where intelligent leaders took both sides, and when respectable people on both sides fought a war over it.  Now we don't believe in slavery, of course, but I would say that, although I'm against slavery now, I feel that I can understand how it had to be an issue at the time, how people had to discuss it and give rational arguments, how some people may have been misled and deceived, in view of the situation at the time, because the structure of a society at a given time, the way people adapt to it and to one another, is also itself a reality to be considered and contended with, and which often has the effect of throwing one off the track of, or diverting one from, the deeper, more durable truths.  Thus, many people look about them and say, "That's the way it is," regarding themselves as only practical and realistic.  Reality is what you see.  In the same way, then, it may be that the ideas of success and failure would appear to have meaning and to represent a true reality, based on appearances, what you see, in the present society, which itself gave rise to these ideas in their present meaning and context.  The idea of the divine right of kings, too, for example, was believed to have truth in some society of the past.  But it did have reality, even though today we don't accept the truth of it.  Thus, it may be that the ideas of success and failure would be even more difficult to see through, more questionable, more of a controversial issue, than some of these older ideas, which today seem to us to be crazy and ridiculous.  Whichever side one takes, then, I think that one should recognize that there are, in fact, two sides.  Many people have the idea that everyone thinks as they do, that the only one who disagrees is the one screwball they happen to be talking to.  "Just ask anyone," they say.  "Anyone will tell you that what I say is true."  But the reality is, it happens, that there are many screwballs who think in so many ways, I would have to say that the ideas at hand ought reasonably to be discussed with a regard to both sides, with the understanding that the side which I am in disagreement with, probably has some basis in truth and is not altogether crazy and ridiculous.  I have my own opinions, of course, the same as anyone, and I'm the writer here, so that this particular essay is bound to be prejudiced on the side of my own viewpoint.  But I'll try to represent the other side as well as I can, and in fact, I do actually think that there are questions to contend with, that the issue is not a simple all-or-nothing one.  I think, too, as I say, that there are enough people in all walks of life and circumstances, who would disagree and take either side.  I don't think that everyone would say the same, take the same side.  I think that many people would agree with me, many disagree, in whole or in part.  Otherwise, I am seriously mistaken in my assumption that there is any question or controversy here.  


What then, I should ask, is the meaning of the ideas in question, those of success and failure, in the sense I have in mind, in the way they are used and in the context which I have in mind?  I want to discuss the controversy, that is, and to express my own viewpoint in the controversy, so that the first step would logically have to be to become clear about the meaning of it.  What is it which we are talking about, which we might agree or disagree about?  What is the purported meaning of these ideas, apart from whether one agrees to their actual truth or validity?  Of course, though, in stating what the idea is, I'm actually giving my impression of what it seems to mean to other people, based on my experience with other people.  I'm the writer here and I give my impressions and opinions.  Maybe no one really has any such idea as I believe they do.  But I got the ideas of success and failure from others, from what others say and seem to mean, as well as from my own reactions to them.  To me, as I say, they don't really mean anything apart from that.  I believe they are false ideas.  That's my own point of view.  Again, though, I'm giving my impression of what at least some other people seem to mean and believe.  It's my true and sincere impression.  But it's up to each individual to speak for himself.  


All right.  I'll have to try to think about it now in a perhaps somewhat different way from what I have done up to now, because now I want to put it into words, which requires becoming a little clearer, more precise, about the meaning.  


There seem to be certain realities, or possibly in some cases only purported realities or ideas, associated with the idea of success, and the attainment of which implies success, lack of which implies failure.  What I am referring to, then, clearly, is not a dictionary definition, which I assume is understood by the reader, but rather the way it's used in certain contexts, in a very broad, general sense, where it refers to the lives of individuals as a whole.  In this sense, that is, one can evaluate individuals and their whole lives according to whether they are successful in general, or failures.  I think that the idea is comparable to some religious views, according to which everyone is evaluated as either good or bad, and whichever one of these applies will determine where he will be for the rest of eternity.  In any case, what we really want to get at is, just what are some of these realities?  What, specifically, might make you successful, according to this idea?  I notice, though, that as I begin to consider this question, I experience more difficulty than anticipated, that the answer doesn't seem to be quite of the kind expected.  When, that is, I set myself to put it into words, I find that what I really had in mind was not a list of so many possible good things in life which might indicate success, but instead only two or three of a similar nature, which many people seem to mean by it.  As a result, what begins to worry me, is that the idea of success which I had in mind may be just some ridiculous idea, after all, taken seriously by only a small minority of silly, ridiculous people, one which I wouldn't want to use as my main subject in a serious philosophical work meant for intelligent people.  I'll go ahead with it anyway, though, and see how it develops.  As I say, slavery, too, was at one time discussed among intelligent people, and whether or not you agreed, both sides were taken seriously.  Maybe there are enough ridiculous people in the world, that one has to contend with them and their ideas.  Or could it be that I'm wrong, that the idea of success is not really so ridiculous, after all?  Thus, in any case, I feel it worthwhile to consider it further and to put down my thoughts, come what may.  


What I have in mind, then, what at least some people seem to mean by success, is that you should have something to show for yourself, something of a material or concrete nature, such that you can easily point to it by a simple word or phrase, put it on a resume, but also that it should have a certain amount of status attached to it in people's minds, in particular, actually, in the minds of those who are the proponents of the idea.  Some such attainments which come to mind, for example, are money, career, and possibly marriage and children.                


Keep in mind, now, that what I'm talking about has a certain amount of looseness and flexibility about it, that it's not a dictionary definition.  I might give different examples of it which, in fact, would indicate that different individuals have different conceptions of it, even among those who are proponents of the idea of success.  In other words, I would best express the meaning through such examples, which would show some of the variations and different aspects of the idea, while at the same time pointing to its essence, whatever it is which is common to its various usages and applications.  That's the way ideas are, generally, ideas which require thought, and which are worth discussing at some length.  You can't just give a simple definition and be done with it, although I would want to if it could be done.  


Consider, then, for example, as a hypothetical case, that of a lawyer, one who makes a good living by his practice of law.  Suppose, too, he's forty, married, has two children, a house, and a sizable bank account.  According to the idea of success which I have in mind, I think that this man would be regarded as successful.  One would not say he's a failure in life, but that, as far as the idea applies, he is successful, a successful lawyer.  This doesn't say that he has no problems or that everything is going well for him.  It doesn't say that he won't meet with tragedy, maybe get hit by a car or get shot.  That's an entirely different question.  Accidents can happen to anyone.  But as far as the idea of success is concerned, it is meaningful, according to this idea, to say that this man is successful.  


One aspect of the idea, again, is that of status, which applies in this case to the man's career as a lawyer, which has a certain amount of status, which means, as far as I can tell, that in the minds of those who believe in success, being a lawyer would have a fairly high rating.  If one worked all his life as a waiter, let's say, then as far as we know, based on that alone, he would seem to be a failure in life, or at any rate, one would not regard him as successful in the way of a career, one would not say that he is a successful waiter, the way one might regard the lawyer.  


Perhaps, then, I have already given a fairly good idea of the meaning of success which we are considering.  I think, that is, that you have a good idea of what I'm talking about, apart from the fact that probably no two people would have exactly the same idea of just what constitutes success.  As with any idea, or concept, there are bound to be questions and ambiguities.  


According to this idea, then, if a person does not have at least some of the kinds of attainments of this hypothetical lawyer, he would not be regarded as successful.  Obviously, he doesn't have to be a lawyer.  The amount of money he makes at whatever he does is also an important consideration.  Yet not everyone would agree as to just what factors are most important.  Some might emphasize the amount of money.  Others might emphasize fame or outstanding achievement.  Perhaps some might even emphasize family and children as an important accomplishment in itself.  But what appears to be essential to the idea, is that there should be something concrete which one can readily point to as proof of success, a possession such as money or a house, a family, an activity established or on record, institutionalized, or formal economic activity involving work and getting paid, proprietorship or manufacture, or selling.  Even then, it would be further restricted by status, so that the waiter, for example, even though there is no question that he is truly a waiter, would not be regarded as successful on that basis because of the absence of status attached to his position.  Thus, in any case, what this means is that if one were to assert that he just drifted through life, had a variety of thoughts and experiences, and learned a lot according to some idea of his own, then he could not claim to be a successful person on that basis because of the absence of any tangible evidence of any accomplishment.  That's just the meaning of the idea of success as it is used.  Also, I would say that according to a good number of those who believe in success, the drifter in question did not do well in life, and in fact he is a failure in life, because he has nothing to show for himself, no tangible evidence of accomplishment of any kind.  


As I say, there are always questions and ambiguities, although I don't see that as presenting any problem in this discussion.  What, though, for instance, would one say of Van Gogh?  Success or failure?  That's an interesting case because it separates those who believe in success into two groups, the materialists and the achievers.  The materialists would maintain that Van Gogh was a failure because he did not do well in his own life according to their conception, because, that is, he achieved during his own lifetime neither fame nor fortune.  He had no status.  Many people paint or compose or write, but anyone can do that.  It doesn't prove that one has accomplished anything noteworthy.  The achievers, though, on the other hand, would say that Van Gogh was successful, although perhaps unfortunate, because to them achievement is the essential ingredient of success, and it developed after Van Gogh's death that he did gain recognition as an outstanding achiever, and his works are still material evidence of his accomplishment.  In my own opinion, too, in this case, the achievers are the more reasonable of the two groups, because it seems to me an extremely narrow view, to look down at someone and call him a failure solely because of his misfortunes and because he was poor.  After all, the lawyer, too, as we said, might suffer from accident or misfortune, and that would then be the end of his success.  Thus, I would say that if one believes in success, then one should allow that if one's achievement in life is proof of success, then one should be regarded as successful in life, even though the recognition and the proof of it come after death.  Perhaps then, one might be successful in some way that is meaningful and important in one's life, even though one may not do so well in other respects.  Van Gogh did, after all, experience painting during his lifetime, communicated to others about art and the meaning of art, and others saw and responded to his work during his lifetime, including some who saw value in it.  He had a life as well as anyone, and since in the end he did prove himself to have achieved something valuable and outstanding, he would have to be counted as successful by any reasonable standards.  I would say that his achievement is tangible evidence that he had something inside him, his thoughts and feelings, which had meaning and value, and which found expression in his paintings.  The drifter, on the other hand, claims that he also has thoughts and feelings, but he has no evidence of it, nothing special of his own to prove himself.  The waiter, too, has a life, thoughts and feelings of his own as well as anyone, but from the point of view of success, all he has is a nondescript job.  Those who believe in success require proof.  Otherwise, according to their conception, one is a failure.  That just happens to be the meaning of the idea, the way it's used.    


Thus, in any case, I have presented the essence of the idea in question, that of success.  The next step is to proceed with the discussion, the controversy itself, which concerns the question of the truth and value, the reality, of this idea.  Is it really a good idea, a meaningful idea?  Of course, though, if it has truth, then it has value and should be accepted.  We won't say, that is, that because some might feel hurt by the idea that they are failures, we should reject the idea.  I assume others are with me on that score.  Sound philosophy has to be based on truth, not wishful thinking.  


Just one further point, though, before proceeding, one which may already have been suggested or implied in some ways, but which I feel I should stress a little at this point, make one aware of, before proceeding with the main discussion.  What I am referring to now runs parallel to the questions and ambiguities which enter into the idea, which I have mentioned, but which occurs to me now as another side, or version, of the same.  It occurs to me now, though, as the necessary and inescapable gap between ideas and reality, which is why there are always questions and ambiguities about the idea, because it never exactly corresponds to reality.  Any idea, that is, is nothing more than an idea in one's head, not the same as the reality to which it refers.  Thus, in this case, then, we don't really know that in general, people have a definite conception in their mind  of success, or that they clearly either believe in success or they don't believe in it.  Perhaps many have a subconscious notion and feelings and motivations, but not a clearly developed  idea which they can say they either believe or disbelieve.  What we're talking about, after all, is only an idea, which I am presently in the process of thinking about and putting my thoughts into words.  That's all right, though.  That's what philosophy is about, ideas.  Ideas, though, which pertain to reality.  Thus, with this understanding of what we're about, we are ready to proceed with the discussion at hand, which discussion, too, I believe will further elucidate the ideas in question.  


The question, again then, the controversial question at hand, is that of the idea of success, that of whether this idea is really a good idea, a true and valuable idea or concept, which one ought to believe in?  In other words, one might put it, is it true that the lawyer is really a success, the drifter and the waiter failures?  Consider both sides of the question.  


I will begin with my own side, my own viewpoint.  In my own opinion, the idea of success is not a good idea as defined here, in the sense that it is not a fundamental universal concept pertaining to the human reality or human nature as such, so that it could not be basic to any reasonable philosophy.  I cannot, then, find any argument in support of this idea, realistically and philosophically, although I do find a little which may in some sense favor it, or at least modify my opinion against it, based on the fact that the philosophical level of thought is not the only level of truth.  That's the best I can do on the side of the opposition, and I will do so shortly.  But this is philosophy, which is also real and valid thinking, and I would have to say that in my opinion, the opposition has no reasonable case, philosophically speaking.  That is to say, in other words, you can't reasonably evaluate people's lives on the basis of this idea of success, sum up anyone's whole life by saying that he is either a success or failure, that, in other words, according to this idea, one has or had, or does not have or did not have, a house, a wife or husband or children, a specific career or profession, or a bank account, and that this information truly represents him and his life.  I would say, in fact, as to the lawyer, the waiter, and the drifter, that I know nothing of any meaning about any of these people, nothing whatsoever, such that I could say that they or their lives are good or bad in any sense.  But what is the meaning of success if not that it is good or desirable in some way?  We're not talking about a meaningless definition, but about a meaningful evaluation of people and their lives.  But the case is, actually, that according to this idea of success, as it is used, people and their lives are evaluated as in some sense good or bad, desirable or undesirable, according as they are evaluated as successes or failures, based upon such meaningless statistical information as given here.  


I feel, too, now that I'm putting my thoughts into words, that I am not called upon to give too much explanation beyond what I have already said, as to why the idea of success is not a good or meaningful idea.  Rather, I think it more the opposition who are called upon to represent the idea and explain how it is meaningful.  To me, it is not a true idea because I see no meaning in it.  I do not see the lawyer, the waiter, or the drifter, as either successes or failures, but simply as total strangers.  I am not conscious of the slightest inclination towards any judgment about any of them.  I think there are some people who would make such a judgment.  Some would see it my way and agree with me, others disagree.  I believe, it happens, that many lawyers would fully agree with everything I'm saying here.  That is to say, if I see the name of a lawyer listed in the telephone directory, am I expected already to know anything about him, to be able to pass judgment about him?  Suppose, though, he goes on to become president of the United States.  Hasn't he, in that case, proven himself enough?  What more can one do in order to have something to show for oneself, than to become president of the United States?  Yet, from a perusal of some of the White House Transcripts, I still couldn't say anything about any of those involved.  In other words, very simply, in order to be able to pass judgment about people and about their whole lives, you should at least know quite a bit about them.  


Hitler was chancellor of Germany.  Was he successful?  Many people don't like him or think he was good because of what he did and what he stood for.  But they would still say that he was a success in his own society for many years because of his position.  But if you believe someone is no good, and you don't want to be like him, yourself, what does it mean to say that he is successful?  Does it really mean anything?  Is there any point to it?  


Perhaps, though, on the side of the opposition, one might assert that the attribute of success, as far as it goes, indicates something good and desirable, all other factors being equal, even though it might not be so in every instance.  Thus, it's still better to be a president or a chancellor than to be just a waiter or a drifter, in general, apart from any further knowledge of the individuals in question.  Isn't it true that in general, some attributes are good, others bad, even though we can't say that anyone who has a good attribute is altogether good, or that having a bad attribute implies that one is altogether bad?               


This may be true in general as applied to attributes, or at least some attributes, such as, for example, courage, kindness, diligence and honesty.  Even here I'm not so sure.  It still might have to depend on the context and the individual concerned.  But I admit I do at least feel that some attributes are good and desirable in general, that there is something to it.  Where I disagree, though, is that I don't think that success falls into this category.  I don't think that, in general, it's better to be a lawyer than to be a waiter or a drifter.  It depends on the person, for one.  I don't think that all waiters would be better off as lawyers.  The one way, in fact, that it seems to be better, is that some people might have a higher regard for a lawyer, they might be more impressed.  A man I once met on the subway told me that he wouldn't want the job of mayor of New York, because it's a tough job.  It's a factor, too.  Is it necessarily better to make life difficult for yourself, just for the sake of impressing some foolish people?  Being mayor may well be a good job for the right person.  It all depends on the person.  Thus, considering the actuality of success, the reality, what it actually involves, it doesn't go without saying that everyone should want to be successful, or that it's better to be a success.  It's really only a label which some people say represents something good or desirable, but which, in fact, is not always or necessarily good or desirable, or even indicative of anything good or desirable in itself.  It's a false idea.  


As I say, then, I honestly don't think, at least on a philosophical level, that the opposition has any reasonable case.  It may be that there are some writers who, in their writing, express and advocate such a viewpoint, that success is a fundamental aim in life.  But I would disagree, and I think that many people, including many successful people, would agree with me as I put the case.  In other words, I don't think that the opposition would do well in philosophy, that they could have a winning and lasting philosophy, one which would extend beyond their own time and their own society.  I believe the idea is based on personal biases and prejudice, and that it does not represent any universal truth.  That's my honest opinion.  It would be up to the other side to present and explain a contrary viewpoint.  Although I try to consider both sides as well as I can, that is, I, it happens, can hardly find any good reason on the other side.  Yet, as I hinted or mentioned awhile back, the opposition may actually have a side to it, after all, and may not necessarily be all wrong, but on a different level altogether, not on a philosophical level.  Those who believe in success, that is, as I have experienced them, are not necessarily saying that they believe in it as a philosophy of life.  


One might say, for example, "I congratulate you upon your success in passing the bar examination."


Or, "You're just wasting your life this way, getting nowhere.  Your younger brother is already an electrical engineer.  I can see that you're going to be a failure all your life.  You'll never get anywhere."  


Is there anything wrong with what these people are saying?  Since success and failure, that is, are nothing more than just labels and have no meaning, according to my own viewpoint, wouldn't it seem to follow that what these people are saying is meaningless, just empty words?  I don't think so, because the context and the way the words are being used throws an entirely different light on the question.  In a human situation involving people who know something about one another, the words might have meaning and truth as pertains to specific individuals.  Or, even just as a way of expressing one's own sentiments, they could have meaning.  Thus, based on what one knows of this person, it may be reasonable to express optimism as far as his achieving his aim and entering into the profession of law.  It's not the same as saying that everyone should be a lawyer and that everyone else is a failure.  It may be, too, that some particular person might do well to go to college and become an engineer, so that the criticism of this person may have truth, depending on the person, what has meaning to him and where he might be headed in life.  


Someone says to another, "Go to hell."  


The other responds, "I disagree with your idea.  There is no evidence of any such place."


I would say that the first person may be all right in saying that to another person, depending on those involved and the circumstances.  It's a meaningful sentiment in any case.  The philosopher, on the other hand, although I happen to agree with him that there is no such place as hell, I think is wrong in this situation because he did not respond according to the intended meaning of what was said to him.  You can't always reasonably take someone literally or philosophically.  Rather, the correct meaning of what someone says is the meaning intended, whatever one is attempting to express or communicate.  


Thus, in the case of the notions of success and failure, it would seem that I could be wrong and the other side right, depending on whom I am responding to, whom I am referring to as the other side, and what is their intended meaning.  In answer to this, I would say that I do not have any one person or group of people in mind, but that this is a book and that the philosophical discussion given here is reasonable and appropriate for the book.  Some, in fact, I do believe would carry the ideas of success and failure to the level of a philosophy of life, just as there are those who would maintain that there is truly a heaven and hell, and that one ends up in the one or the other of these two places.  They would maintain, that is, that one ends up a success or failure, that that is the meaning of life, and that the failure is a nonentity, one who has not really lived, but has simply wasted his life and done nothing all his life.  As I say, I think this is a false idea, and in fact, in my own opinion, no one is really a failure in this sense, everyone has really lived just as much as anyone, in his own way.  At this point, though, we're trying to move away from this philosophical level of thought and see if we can understand and respond to the other side in its other sense, as it pertains, that is, to specific human situations and people, and in this sense, I could be wrong, the other side right, depending on the case.  


As it happens, though, only one case interests me.  There is only one which I have in mind, namely myself.  How do I, myself, relate and respond to these ideas?  Am I a success, a failure in any sense, or do these ideas mean nothing to me, personally?  I'm open to any kind of answer.  It all depends on me, how I feel.  But in the sense I mean now, the other side may have a point to it, in the sense that perhaps I have some regrets and feel that I have gone wrong in some ways, and have therefore failed to do what I should have done or might have done.  I wouldn't carry the idea to an extreme.  I would want to come to terms with the reality and do the best I can with the life I have.  But I should be honest with myself.  Perhaps there is room for some degree of regret in life.  Maybe it could be said that I'm a failure in life, within some reasonable limitations as to the meaning of it.  I'm open to all possibilities.  


I will, however, at this point, allow myself to digress briefly with a not unrelated question, one also perhaps not irrelevant to the present discussion, in which, for the most part, if not entirely, I seem to take one side of the issue.  The ideas of success and failure, that is, seem to come to me from the outside.  I'm a recipient, an innocent bystander, called upon to respond.  Isn't the case, though, actually, that I, myself, have been, at times, on the other side of the fence?  Of course, there are times when it is right and reasonable for one to criticize or rebuke others.  That's not what I have in mind.  What I have in mind, in fact, are some instances in which it might seem, and in which, in fact, it has seemed to at least some individuals, that I have done so unjustly, that I have even regarded others as failures or the like, in the very manner which I maintain is so directly contrary and opposite to my own philosophy.  But this is not actually the case, and I wish to explain and defend myself against this unfair and untrue charge.  
What gives me this idea, though, one might ask?  In some cases, the individuals concerned have indicated it by their words or behavior towards me.  In others, only hearsay.  In others, both.  That's beside the point, though, for purposes of this discussion.  It's the idea that's important here, not how I know about it or whether it's actually the case.  


In any case, then, all these instances which I have in mind are simply cases of a misunderstanding, although a few in particular are perhaps a little out of the ordinary and more difficult to explain than the others.  I don't want to discuss any of them in detail or mention any names.  The point is just to express my own side, for the sake of my own feelings, although I have no evidence and I don't know who will believe me.  


In some cases, then, it's simply a misunderstanding in the ordinary sense.  I don't know how many other people have this kind of experience.  Maybe I'm just more misunderstood than most people.  But at least a few times, anyway, people seemed to take offense at what I said, when I didn't mean anything and thought I was only friendly.  Sometimes it may have been a word or phrase which had double or ambiguous meanings.  In others, perhaps the literal meaning was clear, but not the way it's used or the implications.  In one instance which comes to mind, the meaning of what I said was as clear as can be, and I'm sure there was no question on that score, but I don't know why it would be an occasion for anyone to take offense.  In the latter case, apparently, as I see it now, it's a question of whom you are talking to.  This individual just seems to have had a different way of viewing, or valuing, at least some things, from my own.  In this case, though, he was a complete stranger.  I met him on just that one occasion.  I hope, by the way, you don't mind my not giving you the details and the particulars.  But I prefer not to make it too personal.  The point is, I didn't really say anything derogatory to anyone, especially to people I knew a little and was friendly to.  It may have only seemed that way.  It was a misunderstanding.  Maybe some people are just more ready to take offense than others.  That could be part of it, too.  


Then there are those two cases which I happen to have in mind, which, as I say, are perhaps a little out of the ordinary.  
When you think of it, isn't it true that people often say what they don't mean, or don't mean what they say?  You can't always take people literally for every word they say.  It happens all the time for any number of reasons.  They may be joking.  They may be angry at the moment but don't mean anything seriously.  It may be only an expression, like "Go to hell," which people use all the time without giving it a thought.  It might be playacting.  Maybe what people say is not usually playacting, but it's definitely a possibility.  It happens.  Some people engage in playacting.  Others don't.  The point is, though, taken out of context, wouldn't it be wrong to hold people for every word they say, as though they meant it seriously?  With this in mind, then, consider my own case.  


I'm a writer, as you can see, I hope.  Many years ago, though, maybe twenty-five or so years ago, I was already interested in writing, and sometimes tried it, experimented with it, tried writing in different ways, different approaches, different forms.  I tried fiction, too, of course, since, as I have said, I like fiction and wanted to write fiction, although that form hasn't worked out for me as of yet.  But I naturally thought of people I knew in the past, acquaintances, to try to see if I could use my impressions in fiction, not the real people, of course, not necessarily my real thoughts or beliefs about them, but whatever about them might aid me in writing fiction.  Thus, I happened to think of these two guys, I think, and may have written a little about them, maybe a line or two, that may have been a little derogatory, depending on how you look at it, and on whether you take it seriously.  The truth is, I don't recall just what I wrote, and one of the two, I'm not really sure I wrote anything about.  Possibly the behavior of the latter towards me many years later, has an entirely different explanation, although I don't know what else to attribute it to.  No.  Now that I'm thinking about it, I think that I probably did say something about him, too, in my writing, and that that was the reason for his behavior towards me, his way of refuting what I said about him.  The other one, it happens, I was reminded of by hearsay.  


Another factor in the case, though, as I shall explain, is the question of how these two people learned of what I wrote about them.  To me, I was just practicing writing and experimenting with it in the privacy of my own place of residence.  It was not meant as a statement, or even a communication, of any kind.  It was meant for no one but myself.  Thus, if we agree that there are so many ways in which people say what they don't mean, that there are so many different explanations for what they say, different contexts in which they express themselves, and that therefore you cannot reasonably hold everyone for every word, then in this case, too, just on the basis of discovering a few words about someone, of a very general nature, nothing really all that serious, I don't think, nothing to do with anything happening or which happened, no murders involved or anything of that sort, isn't it unreasonable for one to come to a definite conclusion as to the meaning and intent of the written words in question, and to take offense on that basis?  


For one, then, I never really said anything about any of these people, any more so than if one were to take words or dreams out of one's head and regard them as serious statements pertaining to real people.  As I say, I, myself, had nothing to do with the fact that others somehow got hold of my writing.  But since they did, perhaps I should allow that if others discover my true thoughts, beliefs, or intentions, then they are truly revealing about me, and are meaningful and significant, however the discovery may have been made, and whether or not I intended it should be made.  I cannot help but agree to the logic of this.  If one could read a murderer's mind before the murder is committed, one should certainly make use of this knowledge.  What I question in this case, though, is what actually can one reasonably gather from some words I wrote which referred to these two people.  Even if I wrote that I intended to kill someone, I don't believe that that by itself would prove or indicate anything.  People say things like that all the time, and I was just trying to write something imaginative and interesting.  


What, in fact, then, were my real thoughts, feelings, or beliefs, about these two people, and why would I want to express anything disparaging or derogatory about them, if it were not in some way related to my true thoughts about them?  We attended the same high school and had some friends in common.  I knew them socially and sometimes played ball with one of them.  I cannot say that I actually knew any of them very well.  They were both good academically, interested in their studies and going to college, as were most of those I knew.  I think this tells you practically nothing about them, but the point is, that's all I knew about them, because I didn't know any of them very well.  My feelings, thoughts, and beliefs about them were entirely favorable, as far as I knew them.  I don't recall there being any conflict of any kind between us.  One of them was particularly outstanding athletically, although I, myself, it happens, never knew him in that way, but only heard about it.  The latter one, actually, I hardly knew at all, even less than the other one.  But they both seemed like good people in every way, as far as I knew.  


I, myself, was a very troubled, disturbed, repressed kid.  Extremely so.  Those I knew at the time, including those two, were not so.  They were healthy emotionally, didn't have the kinds of problems I did.  I made an effort to get to know some people because I didn't want to be alone, although I didn't understand how to relate.  Thus, the main point is, in any case, as far as these two young men are concerned, we were friendly, although rather distant, acquaintances, as far as I knew.  What I just said here about them, is about all I knew about them.  But if that was really the case, as I put it, why, then, would I write anything disparaging or derogatory about them?  


I have already given the general idea as to the answer to this question.  People often say what they don't mean for a variety of reasons.  In this case, I was just practicing writing, trying to see if I could write fiction, trying to succeed as a writer.  That was my whole purpose and motivation.  What does a writer do but try to draw upon his life experiences for material for his writing?  As far as I can recall, I don't believe that I wrote more than a line or two which had anything to do with these two individuals.  


I tried to think about them, tried, that is, to get some idea of what to write about them, something interesting, an idea for a story, perhaps.  I was, at the same time, too, thinking about a variety of topics and experiences, whatever might be interesting, possibly for use in a story.  As far as I can recall, I don't believe that these two individuals stood out as being especially important in my writing.  On the contrary, I tried to use my impressions of them to write something for a couple of minutes, but in fact, could not think of anything interesting to write based upon these impressions, because I didn't know them well enough, because, in fact, I hardly knew anything about them.  That's why I didn't follow up on it, write more about them, because it didn't work, because it came to nothing.  


Why, though, again, in whatever little I may have written having to do with, or stemming from, these two individuals, would I have written something disparaging, derogatory, or offensive to them in any way, since, as I say, my thoughts were entirely friendly and favorable towards them?  Why not, that is, write something good and favorable?  Thinking about it now, though, it doesn't seem so strange or improbable to me, that one would write something unfavorable about a character in a story, although the idea for the character may have originated with a friend, even possibly a very good friend.  That's the way it sometimes is with writers and writing.  One is not necessarily thinking and talking about real people in a personal sense.  The aim is just an interesting piece of writing.  Thus, in this case, what I seemed to write about these two people did not truly represent my real thoughts about them, although to them, it may have appeared that way.  I think that perhaps at the time, they may have suggested stereotypes to me, but which momentarily may have seemed to me potentially useful and meaningful in expressing an idea in fiction, although as I say, I never followed up on it, because upon consideration, it didn't seem to be a good idea.  I decided, actually, that I didn't really know these people well enough to write anything interesting about them.  That's my side of it.  I have said what I wanted to in my defense in this matter.  


How is it, though, one might be wondering, that these two individuals ever came to find out what I wrote?  I say that people somehow got hold of my writing, although I wrote only in the confines and privacy of my own place of residence, never took any of my writing at that time out anywhere, except possibly to tear it up and throw it into the garbage.  Thus, how did it come about that anyone got hold of it, and why would anyone care to do so?  Perhaps I only imagine it, one might reasonably suspect.  In that case, too, it would seem, I only imagine that these two individuals ever took offense at what I wrote, and that the behavior of one of them towards me many years afterwards, as well as some hearsay concerning the other, had anything to do with what I wrote.  Perhaps, then, I have a good imagination after all, and I have been able to write fiction after all, although not myself realizing that I was writing fiction.  Or is the case that, as the saying goes, "Truth is stranger than fiction?”  Whatever the case may be, though, I refer to those who supposedly somehow got hold of my writing, as "the strange people."  It may have been politically motivated, although I was not consciously or deliberately involved in politics per se.  But I may have been involved in the way everyone is involved in politics in its broadest sense, because I take up space.  "The strange people" wanted to get information about me, and in fact, they have been doing so for many years.  But all that is another story, apart from the main topic here.  It all may sound crazy, anyway.  Maybe it's my imagination.  That's for each to decide for himself.  


Getting back to the main topic, though, I want to consider what the ideas of success and failure mean to me personally, rather than as philosophical ideas.  How do I respond to and relate to the ideas, that is, apart from whether I believe in them as meaningful and significant philosophical concepts?  In other words, do I regard myself as a success or as a failure in any sense, or do I wish to deny it?  Am I really indifferent or do I have any feeling about it?  Am I actually motivated at all to achieve success?  The ideas are meaningful only as they pertain to specific individuals.  Thus, what I have in mind now, actually, is not to discuss the ideas of success and failure, but rather to tell you about myself.  That's the point now, in fact, to tell you about myself, for its own sake, for whatever interest it may afford, as well as, perhaps, in order to affirm my own reality, my identity, in order to say that I am not just a failure, that my life comes to more than that.  In this sense, too, though, it's up to each individual to speak for himself.  


No.  I don't think that I am a failure in any sense.  I am perfectly sincere when I say this, and my sincerity has a lot to do with the question, because as I say, we're no longer talking about a philosophical idea, but about the manner in which one relates to the idea, one's feelings.  Do I feel as though I am a failure?  Do I believe that I should have done it all differently, that that would have made all the difference?  No.  Perhaps the young man whose brother became an electrical engineer may have failed at that point in his life, if he realized his mistake and attempted to change his course.  In a relative, realistic sense such as that, I allow that one may fail in some way, and so may be called a failure.  But life is too complicated to carry the idea much further, to generalize it.  I wasn't really like others I knew.  They may have thought that I was like them, so that I failed in life because I failed to become like them, to succeed according to their conception.  But I think that I am really fundamentally different from them in some way, that I had to go my own way for good reasons.  Not that circumstance had nothing to do with it.  Circumstance is a reality, too, part of the reason, possibly part of the reason I am the way I am.  But the point is, anyway, I don't think that I'm really a failure because I don't see it that way and I don't feel that way.  That's the only meaning it could have, according to my conception.  It just depends on the way I feel about it.  Thus, in other words, the truth of the matter hinges a great deal on the sincerity of my feelings.  Do I really feel the way I say I do, or do I wish to hide my true feelings, to deny that I am a failure in life, perhaps even to myself?  Do you believe me, in other words?  In good part, much of the question hinges on that.  I don't say that I'm doing well in life, or that I'm successful, either.  Not at all.  That has nothing to do with it.  I may not be doing well because that's the way life is, not because of me or my own failure.  Life is no good, anyway.  It's not my doing.  I didn't make it that way.  


Life is complicated, though.  I can't analyze it simply, just according to whether I succeed or fail in some way.  Many things have happened to me in the course of my life.  There are many considerations in life, many factors.  If I had it to do over again, the truth is, it would still be hard to know what to do.  How could I know what I know now, and yet start over as though I am just beginning?  People ask that question, and yet it may not make any sense, have any reality, since then, life would not be what it is.  If you already know, then you would not be starting over.  It wouldn't make sense.  


Perhaps, though, I might have been more practical, more realistic, found a way to make a living at least, instead of chasing after dreams, trying to be a genius, as I did, and failing at it.  But then, if I didn't try to realize what I had in me, or what I believed I had in me, I would never have learned, I would never know, and I would always be dissatisfied.  Besides, then, I would never have had all the experiences which I had.  My experiences were just as good as any others, even the experience of failing, and being called a failure.  That's what the others, the successful ones, don't understand.  They haven't experienced my side of it.  They think that all there is, is just to be successful, as they understand it.  


I was a drifter, I suppose one might say.  Yet not entirely, at that.  Sometimes I did settle for quite some time into one place and one job.  Nothing permanent, though, nothing very meaningful to me, or which I could really call my own.  What stands out for me in my own mind, actually, is that I, like the hypothetical drifter, had my own thoughts and experiences.  That's the meaning of it, in my own mind at least.  But the others don't accept that as proof of success, or as evidence that I have really lived in any meaningful sense.  That's why they regard me as a failure, because they see no evidence of accomplishment.  


I had only menial jobs, always at the lowest level, usually the lowest salary.  I worked for awhile as a day-laborer, sometimes on farms, picking potatoes or loading trucks, that sort of thing.  Sometimes it may have been construction, demolition, or in a laundry, taking clothes out of the machines, wherever they might have sent me, but always to do a simple job, just to do whatever I was told to do, which required no training or previous experience.  Sometimes, you had a chance to get somewhere with one of these jobs, though.  Blacktop, for instance.  I heard them say, the other workers, that is, that there was good money in it.  I only did it once or twice, though, and I didn't do very well.  Any of these jobs that required any amount of skill, I didn't feel comfortable with and didn't take to.  Maybe some experience might have helped.  But actually, anyway, I wasn't looking for regular work.  I just wanted to work a couple of days to pay the rent and get it over with.  I didn't feel that I was like the others, either, either the workers or the employers.  I was a loner, a drifter.  I didn't seem to fit in anywhere.  But you see, all that is part of the experience.  It's all meaningful, trying to find out who you are and how you fit in.  Maybe successful people know all along just what they want to do. They may not have this kind of problem, or these kinds of questions pertaining to themselves.  That's all right for them.  But it doesn't mean that someone like myself hasn't really lived, that what I have done is inconsequential, compared to their own lives.  That's where I think they are mistaken.  They just don't understand my side, because they haven't experienced it.  


Sometimes I worked as a dishwasher.  Once, it was in a nightclub, and my employer had to drive me home on his way home, because I had no other means of transportation from that place.  But after a few days, when he let me off at my place, he told me that it was over, without explanation.  My impression was, the reason was because on the way home, I didn't talk.  I answered briefly when he spoke to me.  But I had nothing to say.  I didn't know what to say.  


Another time, I washed dishes in a college cafeteria.  Then we had Christmas vacation, but when I returned, I was told that I no longer had the job.  Looking back, I realized what the reason was.  It was that on the next-to-last day before vacation, I said something to my employer's daughter, who sometimes worked with us, and seemed friendly to everyone.  Now, after thirty years, I no longer recall what I said.  But she seemed to get upset by it and walked away, as though I said something wrong.  My impression is, though, that it may have been more that I suddenly, at that moment, decided to say something to her, make conversation, when I never said anything to her before.  Why, suddenly, out of the blue, for no apparent reason, would I take it upon myself to say anything at all to her?  Perhaps to her, it didn't seem to make sense, didn't seem appropriate.  But from my point of view, how do I get to know a girl?  I had to push myself.  Any time I say something might seem to be all of a sudden.  How does it ever get started?  


In any case, on the last day, I was washing the pots as usual, except that I found myself alone.  None of the others seemed to be around.  I heard that there was a party going on, but it seemed to me that I was not invited, so that I was supposed to wash the pots as usual, except by myself this time.  This seemed all right to me, though.  I wasn't put off by it in the least.  All I really wanted there was just to do the job and get paid.  The way it seemed to me, the others had known one another for quite some time.  I was an outsider.  I didn't fit in.  It was understandable that I wouldn't be invited to a party.  I didn't know any of them socially.  I would have felt uncomfortable at the party, not knowing what to say or how to behave.  All this, in my own mind, had nothing to do with the girl, though, nothing whatever.  In my own mind, I think, what happened with the girl was all over in a minute.  I forgot about it.  


After awhile, though, my employer came in and indicated to me that it was not right for me to be there by myself with the pots, that I was supposed to be at the party.  He was not friendly to me, though, inviting.  On the contrary, he seemed to rebuke me for my antisocial behavior, which, as I see it now, ran parallel to my behavior towards his daughter, who apparently felt it had enough significance to her to prompt her to inform him of it.  


What, though, is the significance, the meaning of all this?  Would you say that what was really happening all along was that I was a failure because I worked as a dishwasher?  I never amounted to anything.  I just washed dishes all my life.  That's the point of view of those who believe in success.  My thoughts and experiences, the human experience, count for nothing.    


I worked in warehouses for awhile.  Once it was packing and loading apples.  Mr. Ianno picked me up at the day labor office, but then I just stuck to it for quite awhile, even though I didn't even receive the minimum wage, because I couldn't always depend upon getting a job at the day labor office.  I might have to just hang around there all morning and wait for nothing.  There were so many guys who just hung around the day labor office all morning, waiting for nothing.  I wasn't like them, though.  I was really a genius, of course, although no one else knew.    Finally, though, I asked Mr. Ianno for a raise, or else I was going back to New York, I told him.  But he wouldn't give it to me.  He could always get cheap labor at the day labor office.  But the truth was, anyway, I didn't really want the raise.  That was just an excuse to go back to New York.  I didn't feel comfortable just saying I was quitting, without a reason.  If I got a raise, I don't know what would have happened.  I probably would have stayed on longer, though.  By the way, Mr. Ianno knew I came from New York, and he sometimes repeated a certain phrase to me while I was working.  "Just like New York," he would say.  I think he shipped apples to New York, although it wasn't a big warehouse.  


Another warehouse job I had was plastics.  Unloading big rolls of plastic.  Then inside, stock, the many different kinds of articles the women at the sewing machines made from the plastics.  The supervisor was always getting on me, for no reason, just to be a nuisance.  But then, the boss had me cutting plastics, I on one side of the big cutting-table, the Hispanic man with experience on the other, teaching me.  It was easy, as the latter told me, but I did not stay much longer.  The boss I didn't see much of, but I realize now I had a chance there, if I stayed.  I got more than the minimum there.  I think I even got an increase on my paycheck without the boss even mentioning it to me, and then there was the cutting, evidently an opportunity to learn the whole business, a practical opportunity, if not so interesting otherwise.  I didn't realize any of this, though, at the time.  I had to move on.  That supervisor was really a nuisance, too, though.  Maybe that also had something to do with it.  So I told the boss that I was going back to college.  On my last day, the supervisor spoke to me in a nice way for the first time.  He told me that he was really impressed by my going to college.  


I wasn't really going back to college, though.  That was an excuse, because, as I say, I felt uncomfortable about just saying that I was quitting, without a reason.        
        


Anyway, mostly by far, actually, I was a messenger.  That was really my job.  I started as a messenger and I always went back to being a messenger.  I never could break out of it and find a way to make a better living.  I worked as a messenger for two printing places, one photography, and four messenger services.  However I tried to break out of it and find a way to make more money, I always ended up going back to being a messenger.  Eventually, it happens, I did finish college and received an M.A. in mathematics, when I was forty-seven.  But it never helped me get a job.  My age and background went too much against me.  At that point, I had too much trouble in my past.  


Messenger, though, was the one job I was able to settle into for really long periods, periods of several years, including one messenger service for eleven years.  I still remember the telephone number, the one I always had to ring whenever I finished my pickups and deliveries.  Once, in fact, while on the job working for another messenger service, I called in at that number by mistake instead of the number of the company I was working for.  I recognized the voice of one of my old bosses at the other end and realized my mistake.  I just hung up, though, not wishing to have to try to explain what happened.  But a decade later, shortly after receiving my M.A., I looked up the other one of my bosses at that company, the main boss, Lieber, in 

Queens, whom I heard had become a substitute high-school English teacher.  His wife answered the phone and called him.  I told him that I heard he was teaching English, and about my going back to college and getting an M.A. in mathematics.  But he said he couldn't do anything for me and seemed to have no patience for conversation.  He sounded overly impressed, though, as though having an M.A. in mathematics meant that I had no problem, that I could just go and get a job with one of the big companies.  Many people have that idea.  They don't know what the reality is.  


As a messenger, though, I felt that I could just get out and have my own thoughts, and not be bothered so much by having to concentrate on the details of an uninteresting job.  It was a job in which I could feel least that I'm really doing a job.  I'm just going for a walk and having my own thoughts, and along the way I pick up and drop off envelopes.  Many jobs are essentially like that.  There's nothing to really think about or concentrate on.  But the difference is that some of them get paid high salaries.  If you do a job like that for the government, for example, you get paid well and you can say that you are successful.  


But it's all meaningful I would still say, just as much so as any job.  Something is always happening, of one kind or another.  It's not the details of the job itself.  Some people have the idea that you just get on the elevator and press a button to get up to your floor.  But there's more to it than that.  It's the human interaction.  Meeting a lot of people in connection with the job, other messengers and the customers.  Trying to get along with the different customers.  Some are nice, others difficult.  It's all part of the experience, whether I'm always enjoying it or not.  Wanting more money, too.  That's also a part of the experience.  It's meaningful, even if you don't like it at the time.  I still think that I have lived as much as anyone, had my thoughts and experiences.  From my own point of view, there's no job that anyone could hire me to for a salary which would make so much difference in the meaning of my life.  I've been in jail, too, just waiting for trial, though, for only some two months all told, because I was poor and troubled.  This doesn't mean that I did nothing wrong, but it wasn't serious.  Once I stayed overnight in the Syracuse University library in order to try to get some sleep.  That was when I first came to Syracuse, which was also where they had that day labor office, and where Mr. Ianno had his apple warehouse.  I was in Syracuse for three years.  I waited in jail twice, too, for breaking windows, because I was troubled in my mind about one thing or another.  Then, when I went down South, I was in jail overnight a few times for sleeping outdoors, in public, one might say, in the sense that everywhere outdoors is public.  Down South was the best place to go to jail, though, if you have to be in jail, at least the way I experienced it.  Those in charge, including the judge, were sympathetic to us sleepers, and gave us a good dinner in jail.  One time, I still recall, the cook gave me an extra plate of his meatballs and spaghetti.  It was kind of homely and informal, perhaps a sample of that famous Southern hospitality, nothing like Riker's Island in New York, where I had to wait five weeks in order to be tried for breaking a window.  But it was all an experience, anyway.  Some see it as a sign or indication of failure in life.  If you have success, if you achieve your goals, it's good.  All else is failure.  But I don't see life that way.  I don't have any definite specific goal.  Mainly it's an experience, going through the whole process and coming to an end.  That's the only realistic goal, coming to an end.  But along the way, I want to get by as well as I can.  That's important, too, while it is happening, although in the end, once you get through it, it no longer makes a difference.  That's the philosophy of getbyism.  


I was on welfare for three years, during which time I did a lot of reading.  That also was another experience, good in its own way for awhile.  I experienced what it was like being on welfare.  I came in contact with welfare offices, caseworkers and others on welfare.  I experienced how different people react to and view those on welfare, favorably, unfavorably or indifferently.  It's all a meaningful learning experience, depending on what your interests happen to be.  Others do research on it and write books about it, and regard themselves as successful sociologists and psychologists.  


Might the case be, though, actually, that I am really very much like the others, those who believe in success, except that I go about trying to achieve it in a different way?  Maybe I'm trying to be successful in some way of my own, perhaps in trying to be a genius of some kind, although failing in it.  I agree that I am trying to be successful and that I have always tried in some way to be successful, but not that I am like those who believe in success.  I think that there is a very real and important difference.  In the same way, I have said that there are many successful people who fully agree with what I say.  But we don't evaluate people and their whole lives on that basis.  We may happen to want to become lawyers and make money.  But it's not a philosophy.  Some people have different aims altogether.  But they are still people with very real lives, just as real as ours.  Perhaps more to the point, though, if we fail in whatever we're trying to accomplish, it doesn't mean so much.  We just try another way.  We try to get through life some other way.  It's essentially still the same.  Thus, in my own case, I really did want success, although it didn't happen to work out according to my dreams.  I repeatedly failed to achieve any of my aims.  But I always learned and experienced, and that turned out to be the essence of it, after all.  I never had any one set aim which meant so much to me.  Actually, it may be that my main aim was to learn, and I have had a significant degree of success in that sense.  Now, as I see it, from what I have learned, the main aim is just to get by.  Success, or aiming at success, is just one way to get by.  It's all right, depending on the individual and circumstances, as a way of getting by.  In many cases, it may well be the best way.  But if it's not meant to be, it's not the only way.  That, in any case, is the philosophy of getbyism.  


Again, though, I'm still trying to be successful, according to similar kinds of standards as those who believe in success.  Right now, for example, I'm trying to succeed as a writer and to make money in this way.  I would like to be regarded as successful, rather than as a failure.  But I still don't really believe in it the way they do.  There's a difference.  I can fail again the way I have failed all my life, and it wouldn't make much difference.  As I sit here now, typing my thoughts, feelings and experiences, I am passing time all right, getting by, getting through it all, coming to an end.  That's the essential reality, what is really happening, one way or another.  


I feel that I'm attempting to take a somewhat difficult stance, though, in showing you how I'm trying to succeed as a writer, trying to be a genius of a sort, in fact, and yet at the same time telling you that I don't really fully believe in it, myself.  If I claim to be a genius, as I do in fact claim, then I am going all out to be successful, and so I must really believe in it, myself, because being a genius is a form of success;  Yet I still maintain, as I say, that I don't really believe in it, as an ultimate philosophy, that is.  My difficulty, though, is that I don't know whether I can convince everyone of my sincerity.  


Perhaps then, in order to throw light on this seeming contradiction, I should attempt to explain more fully the nature of what I am attempting to accomplish, what it means to me.  I claim to be a genius.  What, then, do I mean by "a genius?”  Perhaps if I made that clear, it might then seem more reasonable and understandable that I would make such a claim, yet at the same time, in reality, I would just be trying to get by, not really caring very much about success, or really believing in it.  
A genius is someone who has extraordinary mental ability of some sort.  The term is used, though, to refer to different kinds of mental abilities or capacities.  There is a difference, too, between the idea of "genius" and the actuality.  The case is, in fact, that certain individuals are regarded as geniuses by some people, but there is no intelligent agreement about it, agreement based on knowledge and understanding.  I will name some famous people representative of what I have in mind: Einstein, Edison, Beethoven, Dostoevsky, Shakespeare, Van Gogh, da Vinci, Newton.  There are individuals, though, in different fields who are regarded as geniuses by those interested and knowledgeable in those fields.  It may be politics or finance, for example.  Also, there are countless not-so-well-established geniuses who have their adherents and their following.  There are many opinions about it, then.  I have my own personal opinion as well as anyone, and I think that there are enough people who would agree with me as well as disagree, which might be said of most of my opinions.  


In my own opinion, the geniuses, in particular those I have named, are essentially ordinary people.  As I say this, though, I get the feeling that there would be a lot of disagreement.  Be that as it may, though, it's my opinion, and there are enough books and movies which depict the geniuses as ordinary people.  I think they're all okay.  I have nothing against them.  But I just don't think they're any different from anyone else.  I don't think anyone is superior to anyone else, that is, even though I may like some people more than others.  As to what they did, what they accomplished, I feel the same.  I feel that they played their part as well as anyone.  But I'm not overly impressed by anyone.  That's just the way I feel.  


When I say "genius," then, I am referring to individuals like those I have named, who have done the kinds of things they have done as well as they.  They stand out in some way because they did something different, but that doesn't make them better in any way.  Others do different kinds of things, have different kinds of lives.  Most people don't get so well known as they.  But all people are really essentially ordinary people.  That's just the way I happen to feel.  Perhaps it is because I resent the idea that anyone is any better than I.  That may very well be.  "All men are created equal."  I go by that and I believe in it.  


On the other hand, though, I don't say there's anything wrong with making a claim for yourself, saying that you are accomplished in some way of your own, in the way that many people do.  Someone claimed to have sold fifty thousand dollars worth of encyclopedias every year in his career, which extended over thirty years, and he had trophies to prove it, awarded to him by the company, another similar plaque each year honoring him for his extraordinary salesmanship.  Could Einstein or Beethoven have sold so many encyclopedias?  Of course, one cannot really be compared to the other.  But each, in his own way, lived as much as the other.  Not everyone is interested in a theory or in classical music, while it may be that quite a few received educational value from the encyclopedias.  


I claim to be a genius, then, in the same way that ordinary people make claims for themselves, that they are accomplished in some way, in their own way, not that they're better than anyone else, or that their own achievement is at a level above that of others.  But I believe that there is a special difficulty with this claim as opposed to others, that people are not so ready to believe the claim of genius as they are to believe other kinds of claims of achievement.  Perhaps this is due to the rarity of genius, whether supposed or actual.  Perhaps, though, it stems more from the stigma of superiority and privilege, real or imagined, associated with it.  For whatever reason, though, I have this difficulty, that others are not so ready to accept my claim, to believe that I am really a genius, as I claim to be.  But in this book, I intend to prove my claim.  


My claim is simply that I am a genius like other geniuses, like those whom I have named.  In particular, though, since I happen to be writing a book, I liken myself mostly to Dostoyevsky.  I'm just ordinary, too, of course, like Dostoyevsky or anyone else.  Why, though, would anyone have difficulty believing that I could be a genius like Dostoyevsky?  I think it's because I am not great, as they rightly see, because I am ordinary, as they rightly judge.  But Dostoyevsky, too, was not great, and he, too, was ordinary.  That's the real point of disagreement between us.  Dostoyevsky is dead.  That's why you believe him and not me.  Among the living, though, it's easier for one to claim to be a salesman, a farmer, or a soldier, let's say, than to be a genius.  A living person, one whom you see standing before you, is not likely to be a genius.  Yet, interestingly, a farmer or soldier may as well be superior to a genius as the other way, depending on your point of view.  Why, then, would I want to claim to be a genius, other than because I am truly a genius?  What you want, though, is proof, concrete evidence of accomplishment, a genuine work of genius.  


Here it is, then, this book, which you're reading right now, a work of genius as good as Dostoyevsky.  Compare it if you will to Notes from Underground.  


Do you want further proof?  The real test, as I see it, lies in some reasonable relative consensus of opinion.  You can't reasonably expect everyone to agree about this sort of thing.  That never happens.  Even about Dostoyevsky, there's no clear agreement.  He has a following.  That's all that can be said for him.  Thus, the only reasonable objective test of my book would be to give it a chance and see what a good sample of people think of it.  In particular, I would be interested in the opinions of those who have an interest and high regard for Dostoyevsky's works.  There's no final, conclusive test, really, about this sort of thing.  But I believe that it's a valid indication, the only one possible, and I accept it as meaningful.  I'm not writing just to myself now.  I expect that others would find it meaningful and interesting, and if no one does, that would seem to indicate that I'm not really a genius, after all.  Thus, I believe that if my book were ever given a fair chance, the responses of others to it would be a valid indication of whether I'm really a genius of the order of Dostoyevsky, as I claim to be.  That's as close as anyone can come to proof of this sort of thing.  


I'm trying to be a genius, then.  I would like to be regarded as a genius, I suppose.  I'm trying to be successful in that way, too.  I do not, though, look upon this as my true belief or philosophy, for the reason that I don't attach so much importance to it as one might suppose.  I might like to have a TV, or to have just what I want for dinner, although the TV or dinner do not represent my philosophy.  I might do well enough without them.  Yet it's hard for me to say which is more important to me, between the TV, the particular dinner I have in mind, and being regarded as a genius.  The latter is the least clear of the three as to what it means, though.  That much I can say.  The whole idea of the genius, like that of success, may not have any reality, actually, apart from what people say, people who often don't even know what they're talking about.  But I aim at it, I think, in a down-to-earth, everyday sense, in the way many people express themselves, express their pride, try to have something to show for themselves or say for themselves.  One might like to tell others about his new car or about his family or about his success in business or career.  I like to say that I'm a genius like Dostoyevsky.  It's just my form of success.  I say it out of impulse, rather than because I really believe it means much.  It's really just people saying things to one another, a lot of it nonsense, pretentious nonsense.  But I still can't help having these impulses, even though I realize all along that it's really nothing.  I don't think it really matters whether anyone recognizes me as a genius, or even whether I am one.  A genius is only ordinary, like everyone, anyway, so that I would be ordinary either way.  It's only that one has to say something, express oneself in some way, in order to get by.  That's actually why I claim to be a genius, because expressing myself, whatever I have in me, sometimes can be helpful in getting by.  The TV and the dinner are the same, ways of getting by, passing the time, coming to an end.  An interest in sex, too, however one deals with it, I would say falls into the same category.  They're all interesting variety, helpful at the moment.  But when it comes to an end, nothing of any real importance is either lost or gained.  There's no cause for regret.  The end is always the same.  That's my real philosophy, what I really believe, the philosophy of getbyism.           

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 13. God


Getbyism is independent of God and religion, in the sense that it neither confirms, supports, nor contradicts them in any way.  Yet it is also related to them as, for example, self-interest is related to them.  Religion, it seems to me, nearly always assumes self-interest, and so is based upon it as one, although not all, of its premises.  That is to say, very simply, most of those who preach religion argue that one ought to follow God and a particular religion because one would gain by it, one would be better off, usually better off both in this world and the next.  Nearly everyone, I think, assumes self-interest, believers and atheists alike.  I, too, like most people, assume self-interest.  I doubt that any philosophy which contradicts it, would have much of a following.  Where there is difference and disagreement, though, is on the question of just what, in particular, is in one's self-interest.  


As a getbyist, my interest is in getting by in this life, just getting by from day to day until I die.  Thus, I would want to know, can God help me to get by?  If there is a God, I think this is a very reasonable request, although of course, it has to also depend on me.  Nothing comes automatically, even just getting by.  But that's the meaning which God would have to me, whether He can be helpful to me in getting through this life.  Sometimes, though, I get the idea that He might be able to do more for me than that.  It's always a possibility.  In any case, such hopes or delusions are themselves also ways of getting by.  A delusion can be helpful in the way that going to sleep can be helpful.  Maybe God sometimes gives you delusions in order to help you get through another day.  It may be for the best, sometimes, although if you continue too long in your delusions, you may eventually be disappointed.  Thus, it's best not to expect more, to always come back to getbyism, just wanting to get by, no more.  In that way, one is less likely to be disappointed.  As success, then, or being a genius, to me, represents a possible way of getting by, or, one might put it, an aid to getting by, so God might also be helpful to me in that way.  At this point in my life, though, it happens, I don't really know about God, meaning that I'm not so sure about Him.  He is not a first principle to me, therefore, as is getbyism.  Maybe there is no God.  In that case, I would still be just as interested in trying to get by as well as I can.  I look at it realistically.  If there is no God, there is nothing I can do to make a God.  I still have to get through life as well as I can.  I have no choice.  


Whatever one might believe about God or religion, though, that would be apart from one's viewpoint regarding getbyism.  There seems to be no conflict between them, as far as I can tell.  In the same way, one might be a pragmatist or an existentialist, and this would not indicate one way or another one's religious beliefs.  Thus, it may be that the question of whether I believe in God, or what the idea of God might mean to me, is somewhat besides the main point of this book.  Yet as with the idea of success, there may be connections, in the sense of throwing further light on the getbyist point of view.  What I will do, then, in view of these considerations, is to begin to say something about the meaning God has to me, whatever it may be, in order to get an idea of where it may lead.  Then, take it from there.  My feeling right now, though, is that I may not want to say so much about this here.  I may want to limit myself for purposes of this book.  I don't really know much about God, anyway.  It's only my own thoughts, feelings, and experiences which I have in mind.          


Ever since I can recall, I have always had some idea about God, or relationship to Him, in the sense that I have been aware of the idea or the possibility.  In other words, I heard of Him, or about Him.  But I never really persistently stayed with Him or believed in Him in any meaningful sense.  I tried and hoped sometimes, when I was in trouble, and I may have received an answer, some evidence of His existence, but never enough to satisfy me or really convince me for any prolonged period.  For most of my life, I didn't think much about Him and He was absent, although in the sense of an idea, a possibility, I still may have thought that I believed, in some undefined, theoretical way.  He was never, though, at least on a conscious level, really a part of my life.  


The belief in God, in general, is not expected to come at birth, evidently.  There has to be at least some experience, at the very least an introduction to the idea.  Even religious leaders, in general, learn and experience over time, and at some point in their lives, arrive at an understanding and belief.  I suppose it happens gradually, in stages.  


In recent years, it happens, I seem to have arrived at a somewhat new stage in my understanding of and relationship to God, although not entirely so very new, at that, but there seems to be a significant degree of difference.  It is that, when I think back, on the basis of all my experience, the idea seems to me not so unreasonable, not so unrealistic, as I may have previously supposed, in a lot of ways.  There seems to be, that is, a reasonable, perhaps even scientific, way of thinking about it that might make sense.  What some might think is crazy and impossible, that is, may actually be very real.  What I'm talking about, though, when I say God, you understand, is not by any means some vague abstraction, subject to rational or logical verification, which to me is practically meaningless, but I mean some real mind, or spirit of some kind, Who intervenes in human affairs, communicates to people and produces results, sometimes even seeming miracles.  It's not, though, that I now believe in such a God, but I'm coming to get the idea that it at least makes sense, that it's not so crazy, and that even the best and most knowledgeable scientists might well believe in it.  


In Miss Wiley's English class in college, one of our books was Varieties of Religious Experience by William James.  I never read it, though, because I just wasn't up to doing any of the assignments at that time, which was going on forty years ago.  But I have an idea about it, from the title and from discussions in class, and I think now that it pertains to what I'm talking about and that it would be meaningful to me at this time.  The important experiences, though, the test of God, doesn't occur every minute or at any moment we choose.  We can't set up a lab and experiment with it any time we choose.  Rather, it's in accordance with what really has meaning in our lives.  We don't have so much control over it.  It's our destiny.  Thus, when I consider my whole life now, when I look back over all of it, so many years, I might be able to get some idea of God, based on the whole experience.  Yet on the other hand, it doesn't seem to require so much for everyone.  Everyone is different, of course.  Many people are with God all along, each day of their lives.  For them, the meaning may be not quite the same as for me.  God, if He does exist, is involved in everything and everyone.  But each would have to find Him in his own way, according to his own nature.  


In Hebrew school, we read the Torah, meaning the Old Testament.  But when I was Bar Mitzvahed and went to high school, I forgot about it.  I was, in fact, never really interested in it, but only in getting good grades.  Later on in life, though, I sometimes, on some rare occasions, got the idea that the Bible, either the Old or the New Testament, might make interesting reading, or be educational or enlightening in some way.  But as it turned out, I got bored with it very soon.  


Now, though, as I say, the idea of God is coming to have a somewhat new meaning to me, and so, the Bible, too, begins to seem to me as possibly meaningful and interesting, perhaps in a way which escaped me in my previous attempts.  I didn't, though, find it particularly entertaining as stories, as it was, although I might enjoy stories from it presented as such, as is sometimes done in an entertaining manner.  Now, though, I'm getting the idea that perhaps it has more meaning than just entertaining stories, that it may be something to think about and learn from, after all, although most of my life I never took it seriously.  I know, of course, that there are Biblical scholars who study and interpret it, and take it very seriously.  Are these people really intelligent?  I'm coming to think that they really are, that there is really something to it, that it's more than just fairy tales.  Most of what you find in some of these modern studies, in psychology or sociology, for example, might actually be less pertinent than the Bible.  Again, as I say, all these thoughts I'm having now, as a result of this change in my thinking, this idea that a lot of what you learn about God, even seemingly crazy, impossible stories, like fairy tales, are in fact not really so crazy, and not really essentially like fairy tales, after all.  I think that maybe I had a bias against it, one brought about and furthered by my secular high-school and college studies, which may have had the effect of making it appear that those branches of learning, and ways of thinking, were the more advanced, based on a higher intelligence than that of the Bible.  Thus, I'm led, at this advanced stage in my life, in the direction of a renewed interest in the Bible.  At this point, it's only an idea, of course, a possibility.  But I'm becoming interested.  I would want to make a new attempt, in the near future, when I have the time.  It's very possible that it will come to nothing, that I will just get bored again very soon.  I don't know.  


There is a quarrel between Jews and Christians, between, that is, some Jews and some Christians.  I'm not involved in it in any way and I don't know much about it.  I just read a little once in a newspaper, and sometimes I come across some propaganda posted by one side or the other.  The case seems to be that the Christians attempt to convert the Jews while the Jews attempt to prevent any such conversion from taking place.  Once, it happens, I went into a synagogue with a friend, and the Jews who greeted us were very active in this way, trying to get us to participate, to go and act to put a stop to the conversions, by somewhat aggressive means, almost as though a Jew had been murdered or imprisoned.  I fail to see what the big deal is, though.  Of course, I'm not a religious person, myself, although I was born Jewish and I accept it.  But I think the Jews in this case are wrong.  


For one, one might easily be baptized one day and unbaptized the next.  It's no big deal, not really changing anything.  It's the Jews by their aggressive behavior who are making an issue out of nothing.  


I think that, in general, the Christians who go about trying to convert people to their own religion are decent people and have a perfect right to do so.  Such people, in my experience, are never aggressive or overbearing, as are the Jews who oppose them.  


I, myself, though, it happens, would not care to be converted, because my thinking is not in line with one side any more than with the other.  I think that the Old Testament and the New are in the same tradition and on the same plane, that they were both written by people, but people who had intelligence, thoughts and experience significant and worthwhile enough to put in print and make known.  Both contain errors and falsities, too, because they were written by people, and because they have to do with questions and ideas which are the most difficult and which probably can never be finally resolved.  In other words, no one can tell you the final answer to life or God.  That's why we have a brain, because we always have to be thinking anew.  No one or any book has all the answers.  


I saw the movie, based on the book by Kazantsakias, The Last Temptation of Christ.  When we were on line waiting to purchase tickets, some Christians were going around telling us not to go to see the movie, because it was against the religion.  Then, when my turn came to buy a ticket, even the girl in the ticket booth who was selling the tickets shook her head vehemently, signaling me that I shouldn't see the movie, that it was wrong, although it was evidently all right for her to sell the tickets, because she had to make a living.  


I liked the movie, though, and the point of view happens to be of the kind which makes sense to me.  I don't think, in fact, that it was necessarily even contrary in any way to Christianity, in the sense of the New Testament, only perhaps contrary to the interpretation of some authority.  Does it say in the New Testament that you shouldn't be open to different ideas, that you shouldn't even know about them or think about them?  Christ was a teacher.  St. Augustine wrote books, explaining his ideas.  But it would be impossible to really learn without thinking, without feeling free to consider different sides.  Otherwise, it's not really learning and understanding, but only imitating.  Can anyone reasonably go through life just imitating, without having any understanding, based on his own experience?  But actually, no one does go through life just imitating.  Which is why one can be baptized and unbaptized very easily, because it doesn't really mean anything.  When it comes to making real and important decisions in one's life and acting upon them, it won't make any difference whether one has or has not been baptized.  I don't think the Christians in this case were wrong in their behavior, though, because they were not aggressive.  I think they were sincere and that they were right in expressing their feelings, but that they were misled.  


Again, though, I think that perhaps both the Old and the New Testaments are in the same tradition, one a continuation of the other, one making as much sense and having as much truth as the other.  Why, I wonder, would Jews be so set against the idea of the Resurrection of Christ, yet believe that Jonah came out of a whale all in one piece?  Is one more believable than the other?  The Resurrection requires only that Christ return in spirit, after all, that his mind and feeling are in the air and can enter into the minds of living people, whereas in the case of Jonah, an unlikely physical event took place, one contrary to science and common sense.  In my own opinion, though, based on what I've experienced, the side of the Jews in this conflict with Christians is not really based upon any way of thought or serious beliefs of any kind, but is just pride and identification with their own group.  In other words, it's chauvinism, which may have its place, too, although in this book we want to get back to the thinking, because that's the purpose of a book, to represent ideas and thinking.  


As I say, I think that the Bible was written by people.  My Hebrew-school teacher, Mr. Cohen, who was an orthodox Jew, once told us, in fact, that it was written by people and that it had mistakes in it.  Of course, I don't say that that implies that it did not come from God, or that, in some sense, it may have been written by God, through people.  In the same way, though, I would say that Dostoevsky's writings may have been written by God, and the same for the New Testament, depending on the meaning and significance of the books in question.  If you have the idea that a book or a person has a special purpose or importance, you might say that God wanted it or deliberately brought it about for His purposes.  But if you say that God or an angel, not a real person, one day came down to Earth and literally wrote a book in his own hand, I would say that I strongly disagree because there is no evidence of anything like that ever happening.  Thus, the importance of the New Testament, as well as the Old, would always have to be judged by living people as books written by people like themselves.  Christ, too, like Moses, would also have to be judged, or rather evaluated or understood, as any person, because if he lived at all, he was a real person as much as anyone else.  That's my opinion.  But this doesn't mean that he has any less importance, or that his ideas have any less meaning, than Moses or Abraham or Job or King David.  


No reasonable, realistic person can believe in and follow as such, the precepts of the Ten Commandments, without, that is, reasonable judgment and qualification.  It may be, in fact, that they are no more than a simplistic, backward idea, not really saying much or accomplishing much in themselves.  Also, they seem to imply undue harshness and a lack of understanding of the different sides in human conflicts.  Since the time of Moses, people have experienced and learned much, and quite a bit of intelligence and understanding can be found in many books which have been written since then.  Yet I will still allow that there may be special importance and truth in the Ten Commandments and in the Old Testament, although I would be skeptical about carrying the idea too far.  Other writings may very well have come just as much from God.  The truth, the reality, is complicated and many-faceted, and cannot be contained in any book or simple set of commandments.  


I feel the same about the ideas, or way of thought, of Christ, as I do about that of Moses, also skeptical, that it's also not the final word, but I tend to feel that Christ was more advanced in his thinking, showed greater understanding in important ways, than Moses.  I'm inclined to think, in other words, that for anyone who believes in the Bible and takes it seriously, Christ and the New Testament should represent progress, advancement, and a natural and reasonable continuation.  It's more of an idea, a principle, more flexible than just a set of laws or commandments, although on the other side, I would question whether it is really accomplishing anything.  Isn't the case, actually, that people are going to do whatever they have it in them to do, with or without the Bible?  Can a book tell you how you should feel or change your basic motivations?  It's not so simple.  


Perhaps many Jews rightly reject Christ and the New Testament, not for what is actually contained in the book, but for the interpretation given to it by some authority, chiefly that Christ was not just a person like everyone else, but a being like God, born of a virgin, although he appeared to be a person.  I would regard both books, though, both the Old and the New Testaments, with equal skepticism as books written by people, but with the idea that there might be something worthwhile to be learned from them, even knowing and expecting there to be mistakes and falsities contained in both.  Again, let me emphasize, that's just my viewpoint at this point in my life.  I'm fundamentally skeptical, not a religious person.  I don't know about God.  He's just an idea to me, a possibility.  


What, though, of the story of Moses and the burning bush?  That's particularly interesting and meaningful to me, because I want to know how one communicates with God, how one recognizes signs of His presence, and knows how to follow Him.  This, too, is an example of what I had in mind when I said that maybe the idea of God and much of what was represented in the Bible, might make sense and be believable, after all, even though it may have seemed crazy and impossible, like fairy tales.  How, then, might the burning bush make sense?  Is it within reason to suppose that a burning bush really had anything to do with the actions of Moses as a leader of the Jews?  Even allowing that Moses may have believed it, himself, and followed it according to his own interpretation, isn't the truth really, according to common sense, that it was just a coincidence?  What could a burning bush have to do with important human and historical events?  


I think now that maybe it's a possibility, though.  I'm open to it.  The meaning that God has to me, my way of understanding Him, that is, is that He is more of mind than of matter.  It may be that mind precedes matter, or at least in some way according to our limited understanding, that mind might be the basis of the universe, rather than matter, although I mean by this only as a reasonable way of looking at.  Perhaps it might make sense in moral and human matters, as against technical and scientific, because any idea or theory also has to do with the purpose, not just the objective facts.  Thus, in moral and human matters, we look at the whole universe from the point of view of mind rather than matter, which is perfectly reasonable also from an objective point of view, because there is no objective evidence that either mind or matter actually has precedence over the other.  It's like the chicken or the egg.  Thus, we can reasonably choose either, depending on our purpose.  Mind, then, may well be out there, everywhere, pervading the whole universe, all of space, knowing about matter, possibly in some ways directing and controlling it, in a way comparable, according to our limited understanding, to our own mental ability to know about and to have some control over, matter.  It's understandable, too, that one wouldn't be able to see it, since one can't see thought.  That mind, then, may be what is meant by God.  Thus, it may be that this Mind, God, wanted events to go a certain way and for Moses to play a certain part in those events, and so deliberately made the bush burn at just the right moment, in order to direct Moses.  The idea behind it is that nothing happens by accident, that there is thought, meaning, and direction in the universe, in particular in human and historical events.  Where the human species is headed, that is, is inextricably connected to this Mind, God, and our relationship to Him.  It's not so crazy an idea, in any case.  I think it's as reasonable and realistic a conception as any.        
What about the story of the Creation?  I think that some person, or people, made up the story, that it's fiction, because I don't think that we can have a record of the first man or the beginning of the world.  But that doesn't mean that it has no meaning or intelligence behind it.  Perhaps that Mind out there, God, put that story into someone's head for the purpose of communicating to us the way we should think of how it all began, particularly His own part in it, as the Mind, the Creator.  Then, too, from a moralistic or humanistic point of view, as against a scientific or materialistic, the story may well be very reasonable, as reasonable as any we can think of.  Can you think of a better one, a more reasonable or more likely way in which the world began?  Maybe you should speak out and let us know about it, because it might mean that God has spoken to you in order to give us His word.  There have been scientific theories, too, though, which attempt to explain the origin of the universe.  But no matter how sophisticated they might be, they are actually no more likely or reasonable than the story of the Creation in Genesis.  They have to assume a starting point, an atom, a cell, a form of energy, or whatever.  Thus, why not assume mind as a starting point?  It's actually as reasonable, even from a scientific point of view, as any.  


Isn't the case, though, some might argue, that some of the details of the story contradict science and common sense?  Did Eve, for example, really come from Adam's rib?  God did it all, that is.  That much makes sense to me.  But specifically what He did and how He did it should correspond to reality.  You can say that God made the moon.  That's all right.  But this doesn't mean that you can say that He made it out of cheese.  I would still argue that, although God may have done it, still, it didn't happen that way.  Thus again, did Eve really come from Adam's rib?  Did it really happen that way?  I would say no, that the evidence of science points against it.  I think that the person who made up the story either made a mistake, or more likely, just used it as a way of filling in the story with some detail, for an explanation of an occurrence of which he did not possess the knowledge to explain realistically.  Thus, I think that it's true that some details in the Bible probably do contradict science and common sense, and that they are false, or fictional.  That, however, may not be so important.  What is important is the idea behind the story, the truth which it represents, its meaning.  Fiction can express meaningful and true ideas.  The story of the Creation and that of Adam and Eve is fiction, because we have no way of knowing how the world began, or about the first people and what their names were.  Thus, every trivial detail in the story is not so important.  What is important is, for example, that some Mind, God, made everything, and that people, as represented by Adam and Eve, Cain and Abel, may have gone wrong in certain ways, and that they had certain kinds of relationships to one another and to God.  You have to find what is important and meaningful in a story, its essence.  


There's a world of difference, though, to me, between the Bible and God.  There are other religions, other bibles, other philosophies, other books, which may have as much to say which is worthwhile.  Some people have the idea that the Bible, in itself, has an extreme importance, and would not even care to look at any other book.  But I could never take such an extreme viewpoint.  It may be a good and worthwhile book as books go.  That's the most I could say for it.  I think it's a mistake to depend on that book or any book to tell you so much about God, if there is a God.  We today are just as much alive and just as intelligent as those who wrote the Bible.  The attempt to understand life and God, if there is a God, from our own experiences, never comes to an end.  They learned only so much.  There has always been conflict over the ideas, and there still is.  


I, myself, though, it happens, as I say, don't know for sure about God.  He's an idea to me, a possibility, which I'm open to considering in the light of my experiences, past, present, and future.  The different religions are just different ideas, different theories, different ways of viewing the same reality.  Thus, one might reasonably be able to view human experience from the point of view of more than one god, polytheism.  It's the same reality, only a different way of looking at it, a different idea or theory.  It may also be reasonable for some people to do without any god, atheism.  They still may be able to get through life as well as anyone, without any conception of a deity.  There are any number of reasonable ways of viewing the same reality, depending on the individual.  Sometimes, in fact, I seem to get messages from different spirits, or minds, as though from several different gods, although I suppose one might interpret this as one God communicating to me through different spirits, who serve as messengers.  The problem with this interpretation, though, is that the different spirits seem to express different personalities, relate to me in different ways of their own, not as though they are just delivering a message from the Boss.  Thus, my experience seems to suggest the kinds of gods and goddesses one finds in Homer.  Maybe, though, it's just a psychic phenomenon or aberration of some kind.  That's also a possibility.  Reality is very complex to me.  How do I know how to interpret it or what to believe?                                
Thus, my relationship to God is still, as it always has been, shaky.  There are believers and unbelievers.  I just happen to be between the two, shaky.  I can't help being the way I am, feeling as I do.  Perhaps when I was a child, I thought I believed, for awhile.  But nothing solid, based on real experience.  I'm open to it, though, at this point.  We'll see how it develops in the future.  


For now, though, anyway, I'm just a getbyist.  That's my real philosophy, all I can really believe in right now, based on solid reality, what I know and experience each day.  I'm just trying to get by as well as I can until the end, which won't be so long, because life is short.  Maybe God can help me to get by, if there is a God.  It's a possibility.  


Getbyism in relation to God is like self-interest in relation to God.  It's  a form of self-interest, a reasonable, realistic form, doing as well as possible within the limitations imposed by reality.  That, though, may be one major point of disagreement, coming from those who believe that one can do better than just get by.  Perhaps, for some at least.  But then, one can also do worse.  As I say, it's a subjective philosophy.  It depends on the individual, what works for a particular individual.  I, for one, don't know that there's anything better than just getting by.  The more I learn and experience, the more I can look at the whole of reality, whatever has been done or could be done, and feel that it may well be that the best of all possibilities is just to get by.  I'm aware of nothing better.  There may be nothing better, as far as I know.  That's just the way I happen to feel.                                     

4. Death and Suicide  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1

The thought that I might go to sleep tonight and never again wake up, is not, to me, an unpleasant one, as it used to be.  Perhaps that represents a fundamental change, whether for better or worse.  I would say definitely for better, though.  Death is all right.  It's got to happen, anyway, one way or another, sooner or later.  Why not tonight, then, in my sleep?  Who can ask for more or better?  It would be all done.  I would have gotten by all right, without having to think about it more or face it.  


Dying, of course, is another story altogether.  That's a problem one has in life, the problem of getting by each day while it is happening.  I would hope it happens quickly, best while I'm sleeping.  Once it's over, though, I think it would be all right, although I don't really know what it would be like, what it really means or is.  


I look at it as being nothing, or like sleep.  There may be an afterlife, though.  I can't be sure.  But either way, I feel that it would be all right.  One might question how I know that the afterlife isn't worse than the present one.  I don't really know, logically.  It's just my feeling.  I tend to just want to get this life over with, before I start worrying about the next.  I'm optimistic about the afterlife, if there is one, perhaps because I have no evidence to the contrary.  Perhaps, too, it's because it would be something new and interesting, at least a new and unexpected possibility, another chance for something, although I know not what.  


I don't believe that the afterlife, if there is one, has anything to do with whether one is good or bad.  Those are just ideas which we living people use for our own purposes.  In fact, there is no agreement as to who or what is good or bad.  They are relativistic concepts.  Each does what he has to do, fulfills his own destiny, and so ends the same, does just as well in the afterlife, if there is one.  Perhaps, actually, I don't really know this for sure.  But the point is only that I don't really know about the afterlife and so I'm not motivated by it.  I don't believe that many people are motivated by it, either.  My problem is just getting through this life.  That's all I see and really know about.  Maybe, though, for some people, doing good might be helpful to them in the afterlife, according to what is good for them, according to what it means to them, corresponding to their own nature and destiny.  But the same standards wouldn't apply to others.  It all has a different meaning to different people, even the afterlife, because they're motivated differently.  


In any case, since I know nothing about the afterlife, why should I be bothered by it?  To me, actually, it is really nothing, or equivalent to nothing.  As far as I know, death is nothing, the end of all experience as I know and understand it.  This, though, seems all right, natural, even good.  I realize that there's nothing of any importance which I need to do or am capable of doing.  Thus, why not just come to an end, cease to exist, become nothing?  The more I experience of life, the more I come to realize that it's better to be nothing than to live.  Thus, I just want to get by, and I look forward to becoming nothing.  


Why not, though, deliberately bring it about, the sooner the better?  Why not suicide?  


I feel that suicide may be all right, depending on the individual, if one is capable of it.  I believe that it should be legal, and that one shouldn't be locked up or penalized in any way for attempting it.  Further, I feel that it's even within reason to provide ways of making it easier, such as painless killers.  The truth is, society is not so eager to give people the money they need or jobs, anyway.  Apparently, there's not enough to go around.  


I think it's all right to encourage others to live, too, and not do away with themselves.  You can express your feeling.  But in the end, it should be left to each to decide for himself.  The right to life also implies the right to death, the right to do as one pleases with one's own life.  In some cases, suicide may be for the best.  It's open to question.  Some people give whatever argument they can think of in order to prevent a suicide.  They might say, for example, that it's the easy way out.  But that's what most people want, the easiest way they can find, ways to make life as easy as possible, not to make it more difficult for themselves.  I don't blame anyone for looking for the easy way out, if there is one, although I would question whether suicide is really so easy.  I, for one, considered it at one time, but I didn't find it easy at all.  I found that I was incapable of it.  Then, there is the argument of punishment in the afterlife, but I don't believe it.  There's no evidence that it's morally wrong, besides the fact that there's no evidence of any afterlife.  Good people do it to themselves, people who clearly would not have to be punished for it in the afterlife, if there is a just God.  


Thus, it would appear that I'm not so strongly against suicide, at least on principle.  Yet I don't say that I recommend it, either.  I'm against it for myself, in fact, so far.  My own argument against it, then, would be as it pertains to myself.  Perhaps my own reason against it, for myself, might have some meaning for others.  


As I say, I'm not absolutely against it, on principle.  I take life a step at a time, a day at a time.  So far, though, I have decided against it for myself for a combination of reasons.  For one, there is the emotional difficulty of carrying it out, because it is frightening, that is, due to the natural instinct to survive.  Perhaps it is the more frightening, too, because of the element of the unknown and uncertainty about it.  Maybe it won't work in just the way one planned, and instead make it worse, which often is what happens.  Thus, there are natural deterrents inside oneself which make it difficult for one to carry out.  Added to that, then, if one can find another way, one within reason, even to just get along with life from one day to the next, and so avoid the sudden, drastic, irrevocable decision of suicide, it might appear to be a welcome alternative.  Such an alternative, for me, is that of getbyism.  


Rather than suicide, according to getbyism, I just let it take its natural course, and come to my end whenever and however it may occur.  I would prefer not to have to know about it or to plan it.  Let it just happen, which I know it will, in good time, sooner or later.  But all I need to worry about then, is just getting by from day to day.  Why, after all, go to the trouble, pain, and difficulty, of bringing about oneself, what will happen of itself?  I feel, too, that it will be taken care of by God or destiny, in a way which is preferable to any which I can devise or plan for myself.  Thus, if I can find some reasonable way to just get by, that would seem to be preferable.  Such is the way of getbyism, just getting by each day, not expecting too much, no more than what is reasonable and realistic under the circumstances, knowing all along that one hasn't long to wait for the end to come, anyway, that life is short, if one can only busy oneself and make it interesting.  


As I say, though, I have no absolute principle about it.  Maybe there are others whose circumstances or condition is such, that for them, suicide might be best.  How do I know?  I can speak only for myself.  Others, too, might be more capable of it, less afraid, than I.  I would be open to it as a reasonable possibility, depending on the case, rather than invent foolish, false arguments, for the purpose of dissuading others.  


There are people who do it to themselves, though, or who express a desire to, but who have nothing physically wrong with them, who are in reasonably good health, and who also are in no danger physically.  That's hard for me to understand, personally.  There would seem to be hope in such cases.  It might involve a change in circumstances or a different outlook or philosophy.  Maybe getbyism is the answer.                     

Friendly Relationships Supplement

This is Lloyd Miller again, the same author, after about two years, more or less.  I want to give you an idea of what I have in mind at this point, regarding friendly relationships.  I have learned and developed quite a bit, at least to my own way of thinking, over these past two years, by my efforts to socialize and be friendly, and by meeting, getting together with, and getting to know, quite a few individuals of different sorts.  Thus far, the general idea, as represented in my book, still seems to me to be all right and workable.  My thoughts, in fact, at present, lean towards confrontations with the society, making the idea into a reality, in the sense of dealing with problems and significantly affecting the society, the whole world, that is, as opposed to just social get-togethers with two or three or a handful of individuals.  In any case, what I propose at this point, is just to let you have my thoughts at this point, and leave it up to you to connect these present thoughts and motivations with my previous books, mainly that on friendly relationships.  The idea is the same.  It has not changed.  But the question for now is where are we going with it, just what are we going to do with it?    

For one, I have made myself a candidate for president of the United States in the November, 2008 election.  Not officially, though.  I would have to have help with that, if I had a lot of support first.  But what is significant is that I express myself as a candidate, and get responses and results.  

My party is the Friendly Party, as I have appropriately named it.  Actually, quite a few individuals whom hardly anyone has ever heard of, besides me, even at this early stage, are running for president, at least a hundred or so, each with his own idea or program.  They are listed on the internet.  I, myself, haven’t taken steps to get on this list so far.  I choose, instead, to concentrate my efforts on speaking, meeting, and confronting the society with myself, my ideas, and my intentions, rather than to be concerned about the formalities, to start with.  

There is one simple and obvious, perhaps too obvious, reason, why you might vote for me for president, as against voting for just anyone, yourself, for example.  Perhaps there might be one hundred million people who could be president next term.  But most are not running for the office.  They don’t want to be president, or at least they are not going for the job.  You could if you so chose.  It’s your choice.  

Thus, I choose to go for the job, which fact singles me out from one hundred million others who don’t want the job.  I’m one of the applicants, and therefore one of the possible choices for the job.  And who is the employer?  You, of  course.  You hire someone by voting.  I’m looking for a job.  I want the salary.  I believe that I would make a good president.  It’s up to you, the whole society, to decide whom you are going to vote for.  

What does all this have to do with friendly relationships?  It has everything to do with it.  What I would do as president of the United States is what I do as I am, without being president of the United States.  Either way, I would continue with the developing of friendly relationships.  The only difference is that it has the potential to add the prestige and influence and seriousness of the office, which might be helpful to the cause.  What is essential is the idea of friendly relationships, not whether I become president.  However, I do consider it essential that I, personally, have some authority in people’s minds, in other words, that they take me and my ideas seriously, in order for it to work.  Otherwise, I just don’t see it happening, at least what I have in mind.  In other words, I haven’t met anyone quite like myself, one who has the same idea and is doing the same.   If there is such an individual, then we should work together.  But as it is, I have not come across any such person.  I feel that I need to work to persuade some people to my way of thinking, so that they would want to work with me, in order to persuade more and more individuals.  Actually, there do seem to be some people who come close to it and who have the inclination, but who require some extra push, based on authority, the authority in the mind, in order to develop that inclination into action.  

Thus, it would seem that I ought to talk about friendly relationships, rather than so much about my running for president of the United States, which is perhaps a subsidiary issue.  More on friendly relationships, then, which is what my main book was all about, what  I mean by friendly relationships.  That is the important question.  

For one, I don’t mean being extremely friendly or super-friendly, in the sense of going way out of one’s way in order to please others, or to always do what others want or ask of you.  I, myself, do not pretend to be particularly friendly, or exceptionally friendly.  I don’t attempt to be particularly friendly.  I don’t choose to be so.  I maintain only that I am friendly, not unfriendly or indifferent, and that is what I wish to further in the society.  I believe that it’s a good idea for the society, for me in my own life, and for quite a few other people.  In order to appreciate the significance of  this  idea, though, one needs, for one, to appreciate the fact that, as it is, in general, people and the society as a whole are not so friendly, in such a way that the friendliness pervades the society and daily life, directs and affects the whole society, or in other words makes the world what it is.  Another way of putting it is that friendliness in the world today does not have so much power as it might, even though it is true that many people are friendly in themselves, in their own lives.  What we want, though, is for people in general to be friendly to the whole society at large, which would be expressed and accomplished by friendliness between small numbers of people in the ordinary way.  I have in mind ordinary everyday friendliness as most people experience it, but that many more individuals would be connected and involved with one another in this way than we have at present.  There would have to be people who would work at promoting and furthering this, activists working at affecting the society through friendliness, getting more and more people into it, thereby changing the norm of society, making it a friendly world.  

I maintain that I, myself, am friendly towards the world and people, according to the meaning which I give to it.  I am friendly towards all of you here now, for example, in some way which I consider to be meaningful and important, although it might take some doing to get across to the world just what that meaning is.  We’ll have to take that a little at a time, a step at a time.       

I am friendly to people, generally, in that I have an interest and concern for them, and that I wish them well.  I do not aim at harming them.  I am not indifferent.  I am open to communication with them, being sociable.  I make significant effort to initiate the communication with those I come in contact with, either by chance or as a result of deliberate effort on my part.  

There is a qualification or reservation to all this, in a sense, yet it also remains true in a very real and significant way.  That is, it should be viewed  relativistically, according to reasonable understanding and judgment in the framework of real world situations.  I mean that I try to be friendly in a practical way.  I would not necessarily always be friendly to each and every person I meet, but there would be some good reason for me to become unfriendly to a particular person, based on something pertaining to that person alone.  In fact, for me to become totally unfriendly, or irrevocably closed to someone, would require an extreme, someone who has done irrevocable wicked acts against innocent people.  I have actually encountered such a case only once in my life, and even in that instance I may not be necessarily totally closed to that person.  I feel totally closed and unfriendly to some individuals whom one reads about in books or newspapers, but I may not have personally come in contact with such individuals.  I think that actually, people whom I might become totally unfriendly towards, would not act friendly towards me to begin with, so that I probably never get to know them in order to become unfriendly to them.  Thus, I am friendly towards people in general, according to my understanding of it.  

But the qualifications and reservations to the idea, the conflicts and problems encountered in real situations, do not change or detract from the essential idea of friendliness or of friendly relationships.  The main point is that you want to be friendly towards those who might also be friendly, and for that to have power in the world to make the world more what you would like it to be.  You want to make the effort, explore the potential of it, and develop it as far as it can work.  If there was no opposition or resistance to it, no opposing ideas or beliefs, in that case, I would have no need to be writing this or to be doing any of this.  It would already be accomplished, which would be good, but unfortunately it is not so, and probably never has been in human history.  

One might criticize me for my actions in some particular instance.  Thus, for example, if I become impatient with someone and avoid that person, or fail to be as helpful as I might, I might conceivably be at fault or responsible in some way.  But this would not make me an unfriendly person.  I continue on, trying to do the best I can in the way of friendliness.  This is just to say that there may be valid criticism of individuals in the framework of friendliness.  Evidently, one might have faults other than that of being unfriendly.  You always have to keep working at the relationships, making the effort, doing the best you can.  

I am friendly towards people, the human species, not just a restricted group, such as family, close personal friends, racial, national, religious, ethnic, career, special-interest, or any other group within that of the entire human species.  Friendliness as I understand it would have to include all people, the entire species.  Otherwise, it would not be friendliness as I understand it.  In other words, if someone wants to avoid or do harm to people by virtue of their belonging to a particular such group, then I do not regard that person as friendly, according to my understanding of it, the way I choose to define it.  I think of myself as living among people, the human species, on the planet Earth, and as trying to get along with all of these people, and as friendly to all these people.  If and when we find people on Mars or other locales in outer space, then I think that the same would apply.  I would not find fault with someone simply because he happened to come from Mars or any other place.  

I do not mean that I am friendly towards each and every person in the same way or in the same degree.  Particular relationships develop over time, each in its own way, according to those involved.  I do not mean anything extraordinary, unrealistic, impractical, or purely idealistic.  I mean simply that I live among people on the planet Earth and that to start with, without my getting familiar with a particular person, assuming that there is nothing particular against that particular person, I am already friendly and open to that person, and that applies to people in general.  If I become unfriendly to someone for good reason, I would not thereby become an unfriendly person.  The essential point is that there has to be a really good reason based on a truly friendly viewpoint.  If I were to become unfriendly to good people for no really good reason, then I would not really be friendly.  It’s not a question of proving anything to me or to anyone else.  Usually, you know whether you are really friendly or otherwise.  It has to do with your own conscious beliefs and intentions.  Thus, I know that I am really friendly in this sense.  I know that I am well-intentioned towards people, in spite of whatever criticisms or limitations might apply to me.  I believe that being well-intentioned  is important, in fact of  fundamental importance.  Many people might underestimate the importance of being well-intentioned, but in any case, I believe it to be very important, even good in itself.  Friendliness as I understand it has a lot to do with being well-intentioned.  One might better appreciate the importance of being well-intentioned, by coming to the realization that many of the problems arise as a result of people not having good intentions, not wanting to be friendly, not  believing in friendliness.  

Perhaps I might attempt to get more to the point by saying what needs to be said in order to get results, the desired results.  I want to have a movement.  Call it the friendly movement.  To this end, I want to find some select individuals who would have the same idea and who would work with me at developing the idea, making it work.  The idea is that some people could have significant effects and draw more people into it, win people over, by doing it, living it, thereby showing the value of it.  The value of what?  The value of  being friendly in the sense that I mean and have been trying to explain, and will still try to explain, try to make it clearer if I can.  

I will try to put it in this fashion.  I am directing this for the most part to those supposed select individuals for whom I am in search, those who would understand, take to, and believe in the idea.  I have respect for other ways of thought, even those directly opposed to mine, in the sense that I don’t try to dispense with them as totally crazy or ridiculous.  I recognize my way of thinking as radical, as aiming at changing the norms which have much weight and authority in people’s minds.  But I would want to try and find others who would work with me in the effort, to accomplish what to me makes sense.  If it doesn’t make sense, then it wouldn’t work.  I would prefer to learn the hard way, by making the effort and failing at it.  I think that I have already given you at least some idea of what I have in mind.  But what, actually, do I want of the select individuals, the activists who would work at initiating and developing this friendly idea?  The activists represent the start of the movement.  There have to be people who are doing something to bring about significant change.  What do I want you to be doing?  I want you to think in a certain way, believe in this particular friendly idea, which in turn would lead to your acting in accordance with this idea.  There is nothing unusual about this.  It is only to say that what I’m talking about is not a specific set of concrete actions which apply to everyone.  You have to understand the idea, and want to act on that basis.  You would have to know how to apply it in your own unique fashion.  It’s a general idea.  But general ideas could be important and meaningful.  “Freedom,” for example, is a general idea.  It doesn’t mean that everyone should be free to do as he pleases.  That wouldn’t make sense and it wouldn’t work.  Yet I would still maintain that it’s a meaningful and significant idea.  You have to understand it  relativistically  and apply common sense and judgment.  It would mean, for example, that in general you would be able to speak and to write and that there would be no law against it.  Thus, the idea of  “freedom” makes a difference and does have practical meaning.  The question here, then, is whether you understand and believe in  the “friendly” idea, so that you would want to actively apply yourself to it, the “friendly” idea  being my own particular version, my own particular understanding of friendliness.  What, then, do I require of  any would-be select activist, someone who would be one of those who would be active in initiating the friendly movement?  Note that I do not expect most people to meet the requirements.  It’s not meant as a criticism of  the majority.  It’s simply that if you want significant change, that would be up to certain types of individuals.  There would have to be the right kind of people to overcome some of  the accepted norms in order to effect the change.  What, then, are the requirements which the would-be activists are expected to satisfy?  

1. Friendly to people in general.  Preferably, you wouldn’t have an exclusive affiliation to some restricted group, racial, religious, national etc., such that you would be partial to those individuals by virtue of their belonging to that restricted group.  In other words, you would believe that what is most important is that one belongs to the human species.  Your primary affiliation would be with humans living on the planet Earth, the people all around you on this planet.  The difference between them would be due to factors pertaining to the specific individuals, meaningful factors having to do with the kind of people they are, and your personal relationship to them as it has already developed over time.  If you believed, and you were set on the idea, that your being friendly to people had to be guided, or significantly affected, by whether someone was, for example, black or white, Jewish, Christian, or Moslem, an American citizen or not, then I feel that that might stand in the way of your being the kind of activist which I have in mind.  In that case, I think that you probably would not fully believe in the friendly idea as I see it.  Note, by the way, that I’m not talking about momentary superficial impulses.  I’m talking about one’s actual beliefs, those which one would consciously affirm as one’s true beliefs and intentions, which one consciously and deliberately chooses to act upon and to live by.  Many people seem to have the idea that the impulses, whatever crosses your mind, anything you might say at any given moment, truly represents you and what you are.  I don’t think so. It’s a point of disagreement.  I suggest that the reason people might hold such a belief, is that they don’t really have anything to do with other people and don’t know anything about them.  For that reason, they believe that the person is what they observe or hear over a few seconds.  My own belief, in any case, is that when someone affirms sincerely that he did not mean what he said, then he really did not mean what he said.  To me, there is nothing strange or unusual about this.  People can be a little complex.  It might take awhile to get to understand them.  But as I say, I believe that what has the most importance and effect, is what one truly believes and acts upon.  If one has an impulse or if words pop into one’s head, or if one utters some words over a few seconds, that in itself doesn’t indicate anything conclusive about the person.  Everyone experiences that sort of thing.  The real person has to be substantiated.  If he says that he didn’t really mean it, so far, it would be open to question.  What represents the real person, what he said on the one occasion, or on some other occasion?  Again, though, the activists which I have in mind, if there are any such out there anywhere, would probably not have extremely strong attachments to any such aforementioned groups, racial, religious, national, etc..  This is not meant as a criticism.  It is just that normally, based on what I have experienced, those who have such very strong attachments, would not want to aim at initiating the kind of movement which I have in view.  Their thoughts and involvements are with those of their own particular in-group, and  they are not so open or friendly to the rest of the world.  However, if someone wanted to convince me that this were not true in a specific case, I would be open to it.  Perhaps, theoretically, it might be possible for someone to be attached to his own exclusive group, and yet be open enough and friendly enough to others.  It’s just that in my experience, it tends not to work that way, although people often express it as an idea.  Perhaps they might be friendly enough for some purposes, which for some people may be all right.  But for the friendly world society which I have in view, it might not work so well for one such to be an initiator.  Such a person probably would not want to be an initiator or activist of this sort.  He probably would not believe in it.  

2. Action.  You would work at developing friendly relationships.  But in some way this would have to be unlike what you or anyone is already doing.  Why it is that what people are already doing and have been doing all along does not result in a friendlier world than what we have, I cannot say.  All I can say is, try it my way, and we’ll see what happens.  What I have in mind seems in some way to be new and different.  Everyone probably thinks of being friendly in a somewhat different way.  In any case, you would attempt to say hello, engage in friendly conversation, get to know people, try to make some of the relationships go somewhere, mean something, all on the basis of the fact that we’re human living together on the same planet.  You would do this with a great variety of people, at random, having usually little or no idea about them beforehand.  If you were an activist and you believed in the idea, then  this would make sense to you.  You would not believe that to talk to just anyone for no particular purpose and with nothing special in common, would make no sense or that it would be crazy.  It might seem crazy to many people in the world in which we live, because that’s the accepted norm in this world.  But to you, it would not seem crazy.  To you, it is the world which is crazy, not you, and in fact, you wouldn’t be alone.  But that’s what makes you an activist, precisely because to you the world is crazy, not you.  Try to see it this way.  If you can’t see it this way, then you are not the right person to be an activist.  There’s nothing wrong with that.  There may be only a handful of  people who would be right for this, in order to initiate the movement, to make what might appear to be crazy at present, no longer seem so crazy after all.  You might be friendly to people living in the same building, or to those interested in the same kinds of books, or in the same profession, and on and on.  You might just as well not be friendly to anyone for any of those reasons or for any reason.  What difference does it make whether someone happens to live in your particular building?  Or one might be reading the same book.  What difference does that make?  One might simply not care to be friendly in general, as many people would positively assert.  It’s a viewpoint.  I have no argument.  But I take the viewpoint that we should try to be friendly to anyone and everyone, unless and until there is some good reason not to be friendly to some specific individual.  It’s also a viewpoint, something to try.  

Also, along with being friendly in this way, you would introduce people to one another, to me, for example, and in this way further the friendly connections.  

3. Idea.  Apart from this kind of activity, you would have the idea behind it, an understanding of the idea and a belief that it’s a good idea, at least worth trying.  What, in general and briefly, is the idea?  The idea is that we humans live together on the planet Earth, and that we should have a lot to do with one another, for one, be friendly to one another.  This friendliness would include those who have problems in their own lives, which actually means everyone.  It would include all the problems of the society, the world, since problems are seen as problems only when they affect individuals and cause problems to individuals.  Thus, friendliness in this general sense would mean taking some interest in all the problems, learning about them and thinking about them, collectively.  You are not expected to solve anyone’s problems.  You are expected just to be friendly and take an interest, and to express your own problems if you so chose.  The focus, though, is not just on difficult problems, not at all.  All of life is involved in the relationships, anything which comes up between people.  But you should realize that friendliness to people in this general sense would imply that all the different problems, such as, for example, homelessness, disability, health issues, crime, war, mental illness, etc., all enter into it, because we would be friendly to those who are affected by the problems.  If you would be unfriendly or make it a point to avoid anyone who has problems, then it would not be friendliness as I understand it.  Thus, the idea behind the friendliness is that it would include all aspects of life, whatever people are involved with, whatever comes up when people make an effort and begin to get friendly to one another, which would necessarily include the problems, anyone’s problems, along with everything else.  The hope and the belief is that the friendliness and taking an interest and thinking about real problems as they pertain to real individuals whom we meet and are friendly towards, might, over time, lead to ways of making it better, based on the possibilities and the inclinations of  individuals.  I mean to say only that people might be able to be more helpful to one another in many ways, if they first got to know one another and just got to be friendly.  Rather than political or economic solutions, I want more and wider social life as a basis.  In social life, too, people are already benefiting one another in that in itself.  The activist, then, would understand and believe in this whole idea.  He would see it as good, meaning in his own personal self-interest, as well as in the best interests of others and the society as a whole, all of which work together and mutually support one another.  

4. Seriousness.  The activist would be serious about this whole idea.  You would not put it in some corner of your mind and then disregard it and forget about it.  It would become a very real part of your daily life, and a very significant part, if you were an activist initiator of the friendly movement.  If you have a job, you know that it’s serious.  It’s the way you make a living.  You get up and get ready to get on the train and go to work.  You know that you have a job and that you’re going to work.  If you brush your teeth with toothpaste once or twice a day, you are serious about it.  Otherwise, you wouldn’t take the trouble.  Similarly, you would know that you are a friendly activist, and you would be thinking those friendly ideas which we are talking about, and have a genuine interest in finding ways to act on those ideas and to get desired results.  You would talk to others in the movement in such manner as to indicate that you are genuinely into the way of thinking of the movement, and that you are serious about these ideas and in achieving results, and seriously interested in contributing to it and intending to contribute.  If you were not serious, this would soon come out, and there would have been no point in your representing yourself as having any real interest.  It’s better, closer to true friendliness, if you are honest.  The great majority of people are not expected to be the activists.  The activism would be an important part of your life, although not all of it.                                                                    

5.  Not all that difficult or impossible.  When             

you become an activist in the friendly movement, this does not require or necessitate that you alter your present life, the life which you have been leading up to that point, drastically or significantly, unless you choose to alter it, or if you decide that there is something wrong with your life as it is and wish to alter it.  The friendly idea and the activism are added to your life as it is.  There would be something new of importance which is added to your life.  It would actually change you and your life as you did it in ways that you want it to, in the sense that whatever you do produces effects and changes.  But what I mean to say is simply that it does not imply that you would have to quit your job or move to another locale or leave family or friends or anything so drastic.  The change would be essentially of the sort which friendly relationships, getting along with people, would ordinarily bring about.  That’s what this is about, getting along with others as you are and as they are, and in society as it is.  There is no need to set up a different kind of structure or system of any kind.  What you want is all based on and comes about as a result of people being friendly to one another, which is all that you, as an activist, wish to further and promote.  Very possibly, this is not what you want.  Fine.  No problem.  In that case, you should go your way and I’ll go mine.  

Time is not an issue in this whatsoever.  Some people tell me that they do not have time for any of this.  They are busy.   Their lives are full with family, friends, people, work, studies, whatever.  But the truth is that they are not interested in this, they don’t believe in it, or they simply don’t understand it.  They assume that it takes some specified time away from their schedule.  They have already spent half an hour explaining to me that they have no time.  You might be a friendly activist in two minutes.  In that half hour, they have already put in six months to a year of friendly activism.  The only problem is that they don’t understand it.  To be a friendly activist, you have to understand the idea behind it, so that you can use your time in accordance with the idea.  The real problem is not that you have no time.  It is simply that you won’t talk to just anyone in an honest, meaningful, friendly manner, because you don’t see any point to it, because, in general, you don’t see that you have much to do with most people, people in general.  Also, you might not care to listen to another person’s problems, all kinds of people and all kinds of problems.  It’s not that you have to spend a long time or any specified number of hours or minutes doing this.  It’s just that you don’t want any of this altogether.  You feel that you know your family and possibly a few others.  But you’re not open to the rest of the world in the same way.  Actually, I have no criticism of this.  Activism is a certain kind of activity meant only for certain people.  It’s not meant for everyone.  The world is not meant to be composed of only activists.  Activists, which include opposing groups of activists, are people who relate to the world in certain ways.  They don’t make up the whole world.  

No risk or danger involved.  The worst I can say is that if you go out and cross the street, you might get hit by a car and get killed accidentally.  You might stay indoors and there might be a fire in your house.  Whatever you do, there’s always a chance that it might lead to your getting killed.  That’s the extent of the danger.  If you go to fight in Iraq, that’s real danger, because there’s substantially more of a chance of being killed in that situation than ordinarily.  You are up against violent opposing forces, literally facing death.  Through friendly activism, though, you might help to make the world a lot safer and more peaceful.  It’s not dangerous, as I know from first-hand experience.  If someone would kill you for trying to be friendly, it might just as easily happen for no reason.  Generally speaking, actually, activism is and has been a pretty dangerous kind of activity.  Gandhi, for example.  Civil Rights, perhaps, depending upon just what sort of activism you have in mind and the nature of the opposition.  In some cases, activists have seen the need to oppose the law, and so the need to get clubbed or shot by police, or arrested.  But what I have in mind is probably the least risky form of activism.  Which might be seen as the weakness of it.  Perhaps some people want to see danger and violent conflict, in order to believe there is any meaning in it, that anything worthwhile is being accomplished.  What about Christ, who was, of course, an activist?  Was he killed for being too friendly?  I don’t know the answer.  I’m not a Christian and I have no particular interest in the Holy Bible or in any religion.  I have an idea based upon my own down-to-earth real life personal experience, and which makes sense to me in the ordinary common-sense way.  

6. Activism.  The friendly activist would have to realize and understand that this is  

truly activism in every sense of the word.  That’s the motivation.  You want to produce real changes which you can see happening.  You talk to people in a friendly way, in the ordinary sense, engaging in some friendly conversation, getting to know one another, in an honest, meaningful way, as might ordinarily occur between some people, each expressing himself as he really is, as he would ordinarily do.  You don’t push it, though.  When you see that someone is not so friendly, or doesn’t want to talk, then you do not persist.  Use your judgment.  Be reasonable.  You would approach quite a few people who are not so friendly or don’t want to talk, simply because you have no way of knowing except by trying.  But that’s the activist part of it.  If everyone were friendly in the way you want, in that case, there would be no need for activism of any sort.  The resistance to it, which you experience as a friendly activist, indicates to you the need for it, the need for being friendly between people, and in such manner, as is not the case in the world at present.  You would encounter all kinds of people, though, and make friends, too.  The more, the greater number of, friendly people, the more the effect on the whole society.  But you would actually, readily enough, witness substantial effects taking place each day, as in any form of activism.  The effect, first of all, is on friendliness, itself.  Perhaps you should try it to an extent, in order to get results and witness the effects.  This is not quite the same as just you alone being friendly as you are.  It’s an activist movement, involving all people and problems, the world.  

Why, though, one might reasonably ask, is this good or particularly important?  Why be friendly?  Why have a friendlier world than what we already have?  It may not necessarily be good for each and every individual.  It’s a choice, a personal preference.  Quite a few people want to be friendly, in general.  It makes them feel better.  Then, too, I envision and hope that in time, friendliness would lead to solutions to problems.  For one, it would in itself be a solution to conflicts and violence between people.  Further, it leads to greater awareness and understanding of  the problems, as well as greater flexibility in putting one’s resources, abilities, and inclinations together, in some cooperative fashion, in order for people to get along better on the planet Earth.  

I would expect, though, that the few select activists who would initiate the movement, would catch onto the idea readily enough, without requiring an excessive amount of detail in book form.  Perhaps it’s a little too simple to represent adequately in a book.  Or too complex, as far as detail and questions and seeming contradictions.  But still simple as the air we breathe.  You should just be able to see it in its simplicity to start with, and know that it’s what you want and believe in.  At the least, it’s worth trying.  What I mean by friendliness, actually, is trying to be friendly, and that trying honestly has a lot of potential.  

Early on in the Civil Rights Movement, there was a group of young black college boys, known as the Greensboro Four, who played a crucial role in the movement.  One day they decided to walk over to the other end of town, the White side, and sit down at the counter inside a White coffee shop.  There was a lot of resistance, passive resistance, the kind you normally get with friendliness.  That day, after the boys had been sitting in the coffee shop for quite some time, the owner felt that he had to close up for the day, as his only way to deal with the situation.  But the point is, it worked.  It had its effects.  People all over the country began to follow the example.  That was for legal rights.  But it didn’t necessarily make people so friendly, any more so than they already were.  That’s not a criticism, by the way.  But I want something which is different and which I believe is called for at the present time, real friendliness.  Friendliness is also something which you do deliberately because you want to and choose to.  To begin with, you talk to people in a friendly way, and in a meaningful and honest way, as you are.  I maintain that this can be done also in an activist way, as with the Greensboro Four.  You make a statement, as did the Greensboro Four, by being friendly in a way that you believe it can and should be done.  There is resistance and unfriendliness, but also many who take your side in the issue, as well as many who would readily go over to your side once they see the meaning of it, and evidence that it can work.  

With regard to friendliness, it is not true that people are just friendly or otherwise because that’s just the way they are, not quite, although I admit that there’s some truth to it.  But with regard to friendliness, it is a social characteristic.  You can’t just be friendly in your own way, by yourself.  Actually, people help one another to be friendly.  Thus, in this form of activism, we want to effect the social environment, and in that way begin to effect people with a different situation.  Some people may be the right kind of people to effect this kind of change, those who would go out to people more than the ordinary in the way of friendly communication.  People can very easily and readily shift between friendliness, unfriendliness, and indifference, depending on the situation, the people involved, the social environment.  It’s not so strong, deep, or fixed as one might suppose.  Perhaps what is comparatively strong, deep, and fixed, is not individuals, but the whole social environment, which leads people to believe that it cannot be changed, and that for this reason people cannot change, because they need to adapt themselves to the environment as it is, whether friendly or otherwise.  But it is up to individuals to bring about change, as individuals made it the way it is to begin with.  

I think that I have said as much as I care to say in this brief supplement.  I would like to have a few activists working with me, those who have the understanding, motivation, and belief, which I have been describing.  Again, let me repeat for emphasis, I am not asking for time or for one’s leaving your present life.  Time is not an issue.  If you are the right person for it, you would come to understand this readily enough, if you don’t already understand it.  What can be accomplished or conveyed solely through books and writing, has its limitations.  In this supplement, I have attempted to convey to you enough of the idea, for you to have some idea, some reasonable basis, for considering whether you might possibly be one of those who would be right for this, as an initiator.  If so, we should talk and take it from there.  

